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NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP)
County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning

Project Title: Los Angeles County General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update

Introduction: The proposed project is a comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County General Plan and the
Antelope Valley Area Plan. The project includes goals, policies, implementing programs and ordinances. The
project covers the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and accommodates new housing and
employment opportunities in anticipation of population growth in the County and the region. The project will
replace the adopted General Plan (excluding the Housing Element, adopted in 2008) and the adopted Antelope
Valley Area Plan.

1. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
1.1 Project Location

Los Angeles County is geographically one of the largest counties in the country with approximately 4,083 square
miles. The County stretches along 75 miles of the Pacific Coast of Southern California and is bordered to the east
by Orange County and San Bernardino County, to the north by Kern County, and to the west by Ventura County.
The County also includes two offshore islands, Santa Catalina Island and San Clemente Island, as shown in
Figure 1, Regional Location. The unincorporated areas account for approximately 65 percent of the total land
area of the County.

The unincorporated areas in the northern portion of the County are covered by large amounts of sparsely
populated land and include the Angeles National Forest, part of the Los Padres National Forest, and the Mojave
Desert. The unincorporated areas in the southern portion of the County consist of 58 noncontiguous land areas,
which are often referred to as the County’s unincorporated urban islands. The County’s governmental structure
comprises five Supervisorial Districts with the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors as the governing body
responsible for making all legislative land use decisions for the unincorporated areas. Maps of the Supervisorial
Districts and unincorporated areas of the County are available online on the County Department of Regional
Planning’s website: http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan.

The Antelope Valley Planning Area is located within Los Angeles County and bounded by Kern County to the
north, Ventura County to the west, the Angeles National Forest (inclusive) to the south, and San Bernardino
County to the east. It excludes the Cities of Lancaster and Palmdale. This area covers approximately 1,800
square miles and includes over two dozen communities. A map of the Antelope Valley and the immediate vicinity
is available online at http://planning.lacounty.gov/tnc.

1.2 General Plan and Planning Areas Framework

The Los Angeles County General Plan is the guide for growth and development for the unincorporated areas of
Los Angeles County. The General Plan guides the long-term physical development and conservation of the
County’s land and environment through a framework of goals, policies, and implementation programs. The
California Government Code requires that each city and county adopt a general plan “for the physical
development of the county or city, and any land outside its boundaries which bears relation to its planning.”
Long-range planning provides the opportunity to responsibly manage and direct future development, conserve
natural areas, support economic development objectives, and improve mobility in the region.
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The Los Angeles County General Plan serves as the framework for existing community-based plans, including
Area Plans, Community Plans, Neighborhood Plans, and Local Coastal Land Use Plans. Area Plans provide
additional details to General Plan goals and policies, focusing on subregional land use issues and other policy
needs that are specific to the Planning Area. Community Plans and Neighborhood Plans cover smaller
geographic areas within the Planning Area, and address neighborhood and/or community level land use policy
issues. Local Coastal Land Use Plans are components of the Local Coastal Program (LCP), which consist of land
use plans, zoning ordinances and maps, and implementing actions to protect coastal resources within the state
designated coastal zone. All community-based plans are components of the General Plan and must be
consistent with General Plan goals and policies. The following is a list of adopted community-based plans:

Area Plans
= Antelope Valley Area Plan (adopted 1986)

= Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (adopted 1984)
= Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan (adopted 2000)
Community Plans
= Altadena Community Plan (adopted 1986)
= East Los Angeles Community Plan (adopted 1988)
= Hacienda Heights Community Plan (adopted 1978)
= Rowland Heights Community Plan (adopted 1981)
= Twin Lakes Community Plan (adopted 1991)
= Walnut Park Neighborhood Plan (adopted 1987)
=  West Athens/Westmont Community Plan (adopted 1990)
Local Coastal Land Use Plans
= Marina del Rey Local Coastal Land Use Plan (adopted; certified Local Coastal Program 1996)
= Malibu Local Coastal Land Use Plan (adopted 1986)
= Santa Catalina Island Local Coastal Land Use Plan (adopted; certified Local Coastal Program 1983)
1.3 Adopted General Plan

The County's efforts to prepare a General Plan for the unincorporated areas began in the 1970s with the creation
of the Environmental Development Guide. In 1973, the County adopted its first General Plan, followed by a
comprehensive update in 1980. The County’s adopted General Plan and community based plans can be found
online at http://planning.lacounty.gov/plans/adopted.

1.4 Adopted Antelope Valley Area Plan

The adopted Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan, which is a component of and works in conjunction with the
current General Plan, was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on December 4, 1986. The
proposed Area Plan replaces the previous Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan in its entirety.

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Antelope
Valley Area Plan. The project includes goals, policies, implementing programs, and ordinances. The project
covers the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and accommodates new housing and employment
opportunities in anticipation of population growth in the County and the region. The General Plan Update and
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Antelope Valley Area Plan Update focus growth in the unincorporated areas with access to services and
infrastructure and reduce the potential for growth in the County’s environmentally sensitive and hazardous areas.

2.1 Draft General Plan

The proposed project is the preparation of a comprehensive update of the County’s 1980 General Plan that
meets California Code requirements for a general plan. The Draft Los Angeles County General Plan
accommodates new housing and jobs within the unincorporated area in anticipation of population growth in the
County and the region through the year 2035. The theme of the Draft General Plan is sustainability. Sustainability
requires that planning practices meet the County's needs without compromising the ability of future generations
to realize their economic, social, and environmental goals. The Draft General Plan has been designed to utilize,
promote, and implement policies that promote healthy, livable, and sustainable communities. Five guiding
principles—Smart Growth; Sufficient Community Services and Infrastructure; Strong and Diversified Economy;
Environmental Resource Management; and Healthy, Livable and Equitable Communities—are supported by
community-identified goals and stakeholder input, and further the overall goal of sustainability throughout the
Draft General Plan.

The Draft General Plan consists of the following elements:
= Land Use Element
= Mobility Element
= Air Quality Element
= Housing Element (adopted and certified 2008)
= Conservation and Open Space Element
= Parks and Recreation Element
= Noise Element
= Safety Element
= Public Services and Facilities Element
= Economic Development Element

To clarify the framework of the General Plan and to facilitate the planning of the unincorporated areas, the Draft
General Plan establishes 11 Planning Areas, as shown online at http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan.

= Antelope Valley Planning Area

= Coastal Islands Planning Area

= East San Gabriel Valley Planning Area
= Gateway Planning Area

= Metro Planning Area

= San Fernando Planning Area

= Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area

= Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area
= South Bay Planning Area

= West San Gabriel Valley Planning Area

= Westside Planning Area

Page 3 of 12



The Draft General Plan provides a framework of goals and policies to achieve countywide planning objectives
within the 11 Planning Areas, and serves as the foundation for all existing and future community-based plans.
Furthermore, the Draft General Plan involves a revision to the current General Plan land use policy map, and
revisions to elements required by the State of California and optional elements. Table 1, Proposed General Plan,
provides a description of the land uses designations proposed in the Land Use Plan. The following describe the
major land use policies in the Draft General Plan, which are supported by goals, policies, programs and strategic
changes to the land use policy maps:

Transit Oriented Districts: Transit Oriented Districts (TOD) are areas within a 1/2 mile radius from a
major transit stop. There are 11 Transit Oriented Districts established by the Draft General Plan. TOD
areas are located in proximity to major transit stops, provide the best opportunities for infill development,
and are well-suited for higher density housing, mixed uses, and civic activities. The TODs guided the
increase of residential densities and the allowance of mixed uses along major corridors in the draft land
use policy maps. All TODs are envisioned to have a TOD Station Area Plan with standards, regulations,
and capital improvement plans that tailor to the unique characteristics and needs of each community.

Special Management Areas: The County's Special Management Areas require additional development
regulations that are necessary to prevent the loss of life and property, and to protect the natural
environment and important resources. Special Management Areas include but are not limited to
Agricultural Resource Areas, Airport Influence Areas, Seismic Hazard Zones, Flood Hazard Zones,
Significant Ecological Areas, Hillside Management Areas, and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. The
Draft General Plan minimizes risks to hazards and limits development in Special Management Areas
through goals, policies and programs. The Draft General Plan also includes the Hazard and
Environmental Constraints Model, which is a visual representation of the Special Management Areas and
serves 1) as a tool to inform land use policies for future community-based planning initiatives; 2) to
inform applicants and planners of potential site constraints and regulations; and 3) to direct land use
policies and the development of planning regulations and procedures to address environmental hazards.

Preservation of Industrial Land: Planning for future growth and the appropriate land use mix has major
impacts on the local and regional economy. The Draft General Plan includes land uses and policies that
protect the remaining industrial land in the unincorporated areas. The Draft General Plan identifies
Employment Protection Districts, which are economically viable industrial land and employment-rich
lands, with policies to prevent the conversion of industrial land to nonindustrial uses.

Table 1
Proposed General Plan
Bldg. Sq.
Density / Footage (in
Land Use Designation Acres’® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®

COUNTYWIDE GENERAL PLAN (NOT IN A COMMUNITY PLAN) 2

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN 106,632 -- 205,305 698,114 583,526 182,410
Commercial 1,143 0 0 39,325 55,189
CG - General Commercial 812 (F) 0 0 17,686 35,548
CM - Major Commercial 331 5 (F) 0 0 21,636 19,634
CR - Rural Commercial 0.33 0. 25 (F) 0 0 4 7
Industrial 3,566 - 0 0 78,573 64,725
IH - Heavy Industrial 1,702 5 (F) 0 0 37,064 28,380
IL - Light Industrial 1,824 5 (F) 0 0 39,717 30,411
10 - Industrial Office 41 1(F) 0 0 1,792 5,935
Mixed Use 247 - 29,583 82,535 16,108 31,522
MU - Mixed Use 27| 14 éD()F; 29,583 82,535 16108 | 31522
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Table 1
Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.
Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®

Open Space 57,531 - 0 0 0 1,933
0S-BLM - Bureau of Land Management 76 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-C - Conservation 7,644 - 0 0 0 0
0S-ML - Military Land 36,615 - 0 0 0 0
0S-MR - Mineral Resources 1,125 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-NF - National Forest 2,777 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-PR - Parks and Recreation 7147 -- 0 0 0 1,625
0S-W - Water 2,147 - 0 0 0 307
Public / Semi-Public 6,880 -- 0 0 449,520 24,167
P - Public and Semi-Public 6,880 1.5 (F) 0 0 449,520 24,167
Rural 16,196 -- 2,067 7,958.92 0 101
RL40 - Rural Land 40 38 0.03 (D) 1 4 0 0
RL20 - Rural Land 20 12,767 0.05 (D) 638 2,458 0 0
RL10 - Rural Land 10 2,111 0.1 (D) 211 813 0 0
RL2 - Rural Land 2 126 0.5 (D) 63 243 0 0
RL1 - Rural Land 1 1,154 1(D) 1,154 4,441 0 101
Residential 21,070 -- 173,655 607,620 0 4,774
H2 - Residential 2 1,462 1.6 (D) 2,340 9,007 0 100
H5 - Residential 5 1,773 4 (D) 7,094 27,311 0 100
H9 - Residential 9 14,403 7.2 (D) 103,702 373,326 0 3,086
H18 - Residential 18 2,497 14.4 (D) 35,955 129,439 0 811
H30 - Residential 30 813 24 (D) 19,503 54,414 0 427
H50 - Residential 50 117 40 (D) 4,667 13,022 0 250
H100 - Residential 100 5 80 (D) 395 1,101 0 0
COMMUNITY PLANS?

ALTADENA 5,604 -- 16,240 61,359 9,996 18,963
Commercial 64 -- 0 0 2,784 9,385
GC - General Commercial 64 1(F) 0 0 2,784 9,385
Industrial 38 -- 0 0 1,004 3,075
BP - Business Park 38 0.6 (F) 0 0 1,004 3,075
Infrastructure 815 -- 0 0 0 0
Public Streets 815 -- 0 0 0 0
Mixed Use & Specific Plan 255 -- 904 2,800 2,226 4,561
MU - Mixed Use "Center" 37 17'16 [(P()F; 642 1,792 2,226 4,411
SP - La Vina Specific Plan 219 -- 262 1,008 0 150
Public & Open Space 915 - 0 0 3,981 1,447
| - Institutions 183 0.5 (F) 0 0 3,981 1,183
MOS - Miscellaneous Open Space 68 -- 0 0 0 100
NF - National Forest and National Forest

Managed Lands 416 B 0 0 0 0
PR - Public and Private Recreation 103 -- 0 0 0 164
U - Utilities 145 -- 0 0 0 0
Residential 3,516 -- 15,335 58,558 0 495
E - Estate/Equestrian 93 0.4 (D) 37 144 0 5
N - Non-Urban 327 1(D) 105 403 0 0
LD - Low Density Residential 3,068 4.8 (D) 14,726 56,694 0 486
LMD - Low/Medium Density Residential 1 9.6 (D) 12 46 0 0
MD - Medium Density Residential 26 17.6 (D) 456 1,271 0 4
PROPOSED ANTELOPE VALLEY ARER 1 4 130,584 - | 67463 256,626 | 1,223533 | 46,225
Commercial 822 -- 0 0 15,410 18,257
CR - Rural Commercial 704 0.25 (F) 0 0 7,662 15,078
CM - Major Commercial 119 1.5 (F) 0 0 7,747 3,179
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Table 1

Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.
Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®

Industrial 1,019 -- 0 0 22,194 16,994
IL - Light Industrial 953 0.5 (F) 0 0 20,758 15,894
IH - Heavy Industrial 66 0.5 (F) 0 0 1,436 1,100
Mixed Use 321 -- 1,283 4,940 3,493 6,924
MU-R - Rural / Mixed Use 321 ol.lzéD()F; 1,283 4,940 3.493 6,924
Open Space 584,097 - 0 0 0 396
0S-BLM - Bureau of Land Management 9,258 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-C - Open Space Conservation 3,656 -- 0 0 0 50
0S-ML - Military Land 41,779 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-NF - Open Space National Forest 498,809 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-PR - Open Space Parks and 19,441 B 0 0 0 346
Recreation

0S-W - Water 11,153 -- 0 0 0 0
Public / Semi-Public 18,097 -- 0 0 1,182,435 2,11
P - Public and Semi-Public Facility 18,097 1.5 (F) 0 0 1,182,435 2,771
Rural 518,394 -- 46,506 179,049 0 583
RL40 - Rural Land 40 29,331 0.03 (D) 880 3,388 0 1
RL20 - Rural Land 20 316,361 0.05 (D) 15,818 60,899 0 150
RL10 - Rural Land 10 133,785 0.1 (D) 13,378 51,507 0 100
RL5 - Rural Land 5 18,626 0.2 (D) 3,725 14,342 0 0
RL2 - Rural Land 2 15,174 0.5 (D) 7,587 29,211 0 329
RL1 - Rural Land 1 5,117 1(D) 5,117 19,701 0 2
Residential 7,835 -- 19,674 72,637 0 300
H2 - Large Lot Residential 6,482 1.6 (D) 10,371 39,927 0 300
H5 - Suburban Residential 707 4 (D) 2,829 10,892 0 0
H9 - Suburban High Density Residential 494 7.2 (D) 3,599 12,814 0 0
H18 - Medium Density Residential 75 14.4 (D) 1,076 3,873 0 0
H30 - Urban Residential 77 24 (D) 1,839 5,131 0 0
EAS LOS ANGELES COMMONITY 3,381 ~| 1608 128,487 44199 | 43283
Commercial 338 - 0 0 21,255 25,907
CC - Community Commercial 150 5(F) 0 0 9,778 19,139
CM - Commercial Manufacturing 93 3(F) 0 0 5,252 4,189
MC - Major Commercial 95 5(F) 0 0 6,225 2,578
Industrial 158 -- 0 0 6,873 5,234
| - Industrial 158 1(F) 0 0 6,873 5,234
Mixed Use & Specific Plan 65 -- 1,563 4,361 3,404 6,650
CR - Commercial Residential 65| 2 éD()Fg 1,563 4,361 3,404 6,650
Other 21 -- 0 0 0 0
RP - Residential Parking 21 -- 0 0 0 0
Public & Open Space 582 - 0 0 12,667 4,226
P - Public Use 582 0.5 (F) 0 0 12,667 4,226
Residential 2,218 -- 40,045 124,127 0 1,266
LD - Low Density Residential 132 6.4 (D) 843 3,246 0 0
LMD - Low/Medium Density Residential 1,045 13.6 (D) 14,207 51,146 0 420
MD - Medium Density Residential 1,041 24 (D) 24,994 69,735 0 846
AACIENDA HEIGHTS COMMUNITY 6,360 ~ | 17,309 65,511 10,117 | 14,004
Commercial 131 -- 0 0 5,708 11,194
CG - General Commercial 131 1(F) 0 0 5,708 11,194
Industrial 28 - 0 0 609 466
IL - Light Industrial 28 0.5 (F) 0 0 609 466
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Table 1

Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.
Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®
Public & Open Space 1,709 - 0 0 3,800 325
0S-C - Open Space Conservation 403 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-PR - Open Space Parks and
Recreation 1,131 - 0 0 0 225
P-CS - Public and Semi-Public
Community Serving 42 0.5 (F) 0 0 904 100
P-TF - Public and Semi-Public
Transportation Facilities 0 B 0 0 0 0
P-UF - Public and Semi-Public Utilities
and Facilities 133 0.5 (F) 0 0 2,896 0
Rural 862 -- 145 559 0 13
RL10 - Rural Lands 10 714 0.1 (D 7 275 0 0
RL2 - Rural Lands 2 148 050D 74 284 0 13
Residential 3,630 -- 17,204 64,952 0 2,006
H2 - Residential 2 719 1.6 (D) 1,150 4,429 0 100
H5 - Residential 5 2,110 4 (D) 8,441 32,499 0 1,700
H9 - Residential 9 582 7.2 (D) 4,193 16,144 0 200
H18 - Residential 18 201 14.4 (D) 2,889 10,402 0 6
H30 - Residential 30 10 24 (D) 248 693 0 0
H50 - Residential 50 7 40 (D) 281 785 0 0
WiALIBU LOCAL COASTAL LAND USE 51,141 - 4,347 16,729 15239 | 20,540
Commercial 729 -- 0 0 6,352 11,929
12 - Rural Business 18 0.2 (F) 0 0 158 309
13 - General Commercial 0.45 0.2 (F) 0 0 4 8
14 - Office/Commercial Services 0.18 0.2 (F) 0 0 2 5
16 - Low-Intensity Visitor-Serving
Commercial Recreation 710 02 (F) 0 0 6,187 11,603
17 - Recreation-Serving Commercial 0.20 0.2 (F) 0 0 2 3
Mixed Use & Specific Plan 39 - 0 0 336 672
MU - Mixed Use - Specific Plan
Required 39 0.2 (F) 0 0 336 672
Public & Open Space 16,423 - 0 0 8,551 6,201
11 - Institution and Public Facilities 982 0.2 (F) 0 0 8,551 6,034
18 - Parks 15,441 -- 0 0 0 168
Rural 32,945 -- 3,298 12,697 0 1,738
M2 - Mountain Land 23,051 0.05 (D) 1,153 4,437 0 1,589
5 - Rural Land Il 2,615 0.5 (D) 1,196 4,604 0 120
4 - Rural Land Il 3,375 0.2 (D) 603 2,320 0 15
3 - Rural Land | 3,905 0.1 (D) 347 1,336 0 14
Residential 1,005 -- 1,049 4,032 0 0
6 - Residential | 903 1(D) 674 2,595 0 0
8A - Residential lll(A) 21 3.2 (D) 31 121 0 0
8B - Residential Ill(B) 75 4.8 (D) 331 1,273 0 0
9B - Residential IV(B) 5 8 (D) 7 29 0 0
9C - Residential IV(C) 0.47 16 (D) 5 15 0 0
MARINA DEL REY LOCAL COASTAL
LAND USE PLAN 699 -- 7,551 21,067 1,866 3,598
Commercial 99 - 0 0 1,622 3,499
1027
H - Hotel 30 (00Ms 0 0 0 7
MC - Marine Commercial 32 0.5(F) 0 0 688 1,346
0 - Office 5 1(F) 0 0 236 780
VS/CC - Visitor-Serving / Convenience 32 05 (F) 0 0 698 1.366

Commercial
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Table 1

Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.
Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®
Industrial 8 - 0 0 164 0
PF - Public Facilities 8 0.5(F) 0 0 164 0
Other 403 -- 0 0 80 86
B - Boat Storage 18 0.1(F) 0 0 80 80
P - Parking 20 -- 0 0 0 5
W - Water 365 -- 0 0 0 0
Public & Open Space 35 - 0 0 0 13
0S - Open Space 35 -- 0 0 0 13
Residential 154 -- 7,551 21,067 0 0
R IIl - Residential Ill 38 28 (D) 1,065 2,970 0 0
R IV - Residential IV 21 36 (D) 739 2,060 0 0
RV - Residential V 96 60 (D) 5,748 16,037 0 0
et n b 7422 w115 50,900 12134 | 20,661
Commercial 192 - 0 0 8,378 15,764
C - Commercial 192 1(F) 0 0 8,378 15,764
Industrial 144 - 0 0 3,756 3,027
| - Industrial 144 0.6 (F) 0 0 3,756 3,027
Other 793 -- 723 2,783 0 0
TOS - Transitional Open Space (N1) 272 0.2 (D) 54 210 0 0
TOS - Transitional Open Space (N2) 268 1(D) 181 695 0 0
TOS - Transitional Open Space (U1) 252 2.56 (D) 488 1,878 0 0
Public & Open Space 1,566 - 0 0 0 194
0 - Open Space 1,566 -- 0 0 0 194
Residential 4727 -- 13,392 48,117 0 1,676
N1 - Non-Urban 1 1,459 0.2 (D) 292 1,124 0 0
N2 - Non-Urban 2 510 1(D) 449 1,730 0 200
U1 - Urban 1 1,276 2.56 (D) 2,857 10,998 0 401
U2 - Urban 2 1,278 4.8 (D) 5,903 22,728 0 1,075
U3 - Urban 3 68 9.6 (D) 643 2,477 0 0
U4 - Urban 4 51 17.6 (D) 902 2,517 0 0
U5 - Urban 5 84 28 (D) 2,345 6,543 0 0
SANTA CATALINA ISLAND LOCAL
COASTAL LAND USE PLAN DL - 4l s U i
Commercial 26 - 0 0 0 7
Commercial - Two Harbors 3 -- 0 0 0 7
Lodges/Inns - Two Harbors 14 -- 0 0 0 0
Marine Commercial - Two Harbors 3 -- 0 0 0 0
Utilites/Services - Two Harbors 7 -- 0 0 0 0
Industrial 690 -- 0 0 0 6
Extractive Use - Catalina 514 -- 0 0 0 0
Industrial/Transportation - Two Harbors 5 -- 0 0 0 0
Industrial/Transportation/Utilities -
Catalina 172 - 0 0 0 6
Other 87 - 0 0 0 0
undefined* - Two Harbors 3 -- 0 0 0 0
View Corridor - Two Harbors 84 -- 0 0 0 0
Public & Open Space 45,197 - 0 0 0 557
Consprvatmn/anﬁwe Recreation - 20,212 _ 0 0 0 39
Catalina
Conservation/Recreation - Two Harbors 820 -- 0 0 0 17
Open Space/Recreation - Two Harbors 108 -- 0 0 0 2
Open Space/Structured Recreation - 24,057 _ 0 0 0 505

Catalina

Page 8 of 12



Table 1
Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.
Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®

Residential 136 -- 21 0 0 0
Residential Land Uses - Two Harbors 136 0.25 (D) 21 0 0 0
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY AREA PLAN® 270,887 -- 84,000 231,387 107,123
Residential - - 84,000 237,387 - --

— 81,265-
Non-Residential - - - - - 107,123
SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS NORTH
AREA PLAN 20,645 -- 2,538 9,771.25 14,549 6,806
Commercial 172 -- 0 0 3,336 6,196
C - Commercial 125 0.5(F) 0 0 2,725 5,001
CR - Commercial Recreation - Limited
Intensity 47 0.3 (F) 0 0 611 1,195
Infrastructure 0 -- 0 0 0 0
TC - Transportation Corridor 0 -- 0 0 0 0
Public & Open Space 7,051 - 0 0 11,214 73
0S - Open Space 775 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-DR - Open Space Deed Restricted 657 -- 0 0 0 0
0S-P - Open Space Parks 5,065 -- 0 0 0 62
0S-W - Open Space Water 39 -- 0 0 0 11
P - Public and Semi-Public Facilities 515 0.5 (F) 0 0 11,214 0
Rural 12,920 -- 1,601 6,164 0 537
N20 - Mountain Lands 20 5,505 0.05 (D) 275 1,060 0 16
N10 - Mountain Lands 10 4,265 0.1 (D) 369 1,419 0 200
N5 - Mountain Lands 5 2,028 0.2 (D) 361 1,388 0 200
N2 - Rural Residential 2 668 0.5 (D) 292 1,124 0 100
N1 - Rural Residential 1 454 1(D) 305 1,173 0 21
Residential 503 -- 937 3,608 0 0
U2 - Residential 2 329 1.6 (D) 457 1,758 0 0
U4 - Residential 4 148 3.2 (D) 344 1,323 0 0
U8 - Residential 8 26 6.4 (D) 137 526 0 0
TWIN LAKES COMMUNITY PLAN 45 - 45 174 0 0
Rural 45 -- 45 174 0 0
RC - Rural Communities 45 1 (D) 45 174 0 0
WALNUT PARK NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 369 -- 4,338 13,717 2,558 5,044
Commercial 41 - 0 0 2,135 4,358
GC - General Commercial 35 1.3 (F) 0 0 1,963 3,786
0C - Office Commercial 7 0.6 (F) 0 0 173 572
Industrial 8 -- 0 0 180 112
PU/I - Public Use / Institutional 8 0.5 (F) 0 0 180 112
Mixed Use & Specific Plan 1 - 0 0 242 474
MC - Mixed Commercial 11 0.5(F) 0 0 242 474
Other 4 -- 26 100 0 0
R/P - Residential / Parking 4 7.2 (D) 26 100 0 0
Residential 305 -- 4,312 13,617 0 100
NP | - Neighborhood Preservation | 167 7.2 (D) 1,200 4,619 0 100
NP Il - Neighborhood Preservation I 21 14.4 (D) 298 1,146 0 0
NR - Neighborhood Revitalization 117 24 (D) 2,814 7,852 0 0
WEST ATHENS - WESTMONT
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN 1,489 -- 11,185 40,539 10,820 10,894
Commercial 155 - 0 0 6,047 8,456
C.1 - Regional Commercial 45 1(F) 0 0 1,940 1,060
C.2 - Community Commercial 81 1 (F) 0 0 3,513 6,994
(.3 - Neighborhood Commercial 2 05(F) 0 0 4 79
(.4 - Commercial Manufacturing 15 0.64 (F) 0 0 416 318
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Table 1

Proposed General Plan

Bldg. Sq.

Density / Foolage (in
Land Use Designation Acres® Intensity* Units Population® | thousands) Jobs®
CR - Commercial Recreation 13 0.25 (F) 0 0 137 5
Public & Open Space 278 - 0 0 4,773 1,813
0S.1 - Recreation / Open Space 122 - 0 0 0 70
PL.1 - Public/Quasi-Public Use 157 0.7 (F) 0 0 4,773 1,743
Residential 1,057 -- 11,185 40,539 0 625
RD 2.3 - Single Family Residence 485 6.4 (D) 3,103 11,945 0 325
RD 3.1 - Two Family Residence 549 13.6 (D) 7,463 26,868 0 200
RD 3.2 - Medium Density Bonus 19 24 (D) 463 1,292 0 100
SCD - Senior Citizen Density Bonus 4 40 (D) 156 434 0 0
Grand Total 1,651,394 -- 476,105 1,600,381 1,928,535 480,121
Notes:

1. Historically, jurisdiction-wide buildout levels do not achieve the maximum allowable density/intensity on every parcel and are, on
average, lower than allowed by the General Plan. Accordingly, the buildout projections in this General Plan do not assume buildout at
the maximum density or intensity and instead are adjusted downward to account for variations in buildout intensity.

2. The County has adopted a total of 13 community-based plans. The adoption date of these community-based plans vary and the
boundaries of the community plans may or may not be coterminous with a specific plan.

3. Acres are given as adjusted gross acreages, which do not include the right-of-way for roadways, flood control facilities, or railroads.
4. The density/intensity figure shown reflects the projected density/intensity for buildout purposes, which is generally 80% of the
maximum density/intensity permitted for that land use category. (D) denotes residential density and (F) denotes Floor Area Ratio.

5. Projections of population by residential designation are based on a persons-per-household factor that varies by housing type.
Additionally, the projections of jobs by designation are based on an employment generation factor that varies by employment
category, or actual number of jobs.

6. The figures for the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley reference the figures in the 2010 Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update (One Valley One Vision). The methodology used to derive the figures for the
unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley differs from the methodology used to generate the figures for other unincorporated areas and,
therefore, they cannot be broken down by Land Use Category.

The project will replace the adopted General Plan, including all of the elements (excluding the Housing Element,
adopted in 2008), land use distribution maps, and circulation maps. Other components of the comprehensive
General Plan Update include, but are not limited to:

Update the Special Management Areas including but not limited to Agricultural Resource Areas, Seismic
Hazard Zones, Flood Hazard Zones, Significant Ecological Areas, Hillside Management Areas, and Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones.

Update Significant Ecological Areas boundaries.
Update of the Highway Plan.

Amendments to the existing County ordinances and/or adoption of new County ordinances as necessary
to implement the updated General Plan, including but not limited to the SEA CUP Ordinance, Hillside
Management Ordinance, and the addition of new zones to implement portions of the land use legend.

Rezoning as necessary to implement and/or maintain consistency with the updated General Plan.

Rescinding or updating outdated policies, ordinances, manuals, codes and other guidance documents
and enacting new implementing policies, ordinances, manuals, and other guidance documents as
needed to reflect current law and the updated General Plan

Digitizing and parcelizing land use policy maps for existing Community, Neighborhood and Local
Coastal Programs.

The project will also replace the existing Antelope Valley Area Plan including all elements and the land
use policy map.
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2.2 Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan

The proposed project will also replace the existing Antelope Valley Area Plan (Area Plan). As a component of the
Los Angeles County General Plan, the Area Plan refines the countywide goals and policies in the General Plan
by addressing specific issues relevant to the Antelope Valley, such as community maintenance and appearance,
preservation of rural character, open space, and agricultural lands, and provides more specific guidance on
elements already found in the General Plan. All issues not covered in the Area Plan are addressed by the
General Plan. The Draft Area Plan replaces all elements and the land use policy map. The Area Plan is organized
into six chapters.

= Chapter 1 (Introduction) presents the Area Plan’s purpose and values, the geographic area, and the
communities’ vision statement.

= Chapter 2 (Land Use Element) discusses how the communities’ vision translates into a development
pattern through the concept of land use.

= Chapter 3 (Mobility Element) describes the multimodal approach to moving around the Antelope Valley.

= Chapter 4 (Conservation and Open Space Element) describes conservation efforts to address potential
threats to natural resources.

= Chapter 5 (Public Safety, Services, & Facilities Element) provides measures to ensure services are in
place to maintain the safety and welfare of residents. Chapters 2 through 5 contain goals and policies
specific to each chapter’s respective topic but all work jointly to comprehensively implement the overall
vision.

= Chapter 6 (Community-Specific Land Use Concepts) highlights each established town and describes its
land use form in more detail.

The Area Plan is the result of a highly inclusive and extensive community participation program launched in the
fall of 2007. Through a series of 24 community meetings, residents and other stakeholders worked alongside
planners to develop a shared vision of the future, identify community issues, draft proposals for the future, and
prioritize their recommendations. This vision of the Antelope Valley’s future serves as a touchstone through the
planning process, and it is reflected in the land use map, goals, and policies that comprise the Area Plan.
Collectively, these environments preserve the rural character of the region, conserve environmental resources,
and protect residents from potential hazards while allowing for additional growth and development. The following
describes the major land use policies in the draft Area Plan.

Rural Preservation Strategy: The proposed Area Plan includes a Rural Preservation Strategy addressing issues
of Valley-wide significance in a manner that builds upon the communities’ vision statement and is based on three
types of environments—-rural town center areas, rural town areas, and rural preserve areas-that serve different
purposes.

= Rural town center areas are the focal points of rural communities, accessible by a range of
transportation options to reduce vehicle trips, serving the daily needs of residents, and providing local
employment opportunities. These areas will be designated for commercial and/or industrial use as they
are in the current Area Plan, but some of these areas will also allow a mix of commercial and residential
uses.

= Rural town areas provide a transition between rural town center areas and rural preserve areas. They
are occupied by a mix of residential and light agricultural uses. The majority of new residential
development should be directed to these areas, provided that such development is consistent with the
existing community character and allows for light agricultural, equestrian, and animal-keeping uses
where appropriate. Accordingly, allowable residential densities in these areas will generally be equal to,
or greater than, allowable residential densities in the current Area Plan. These areas will provide
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transportation linkages to rural town center areas and other nearby destination points, but residents of
these areas must be willing to forego urban infrastructure and services in order to live in a rural
environment.

= Rural preserve areas are the remaining portions of the unincorporated Antelope Valley, which are
largely undeveloped and are generally not served by existing infrastructure and public facilities. Many of
these areas contain Special Management Areas, such as Significant Ecological Areas, Agricultural
Resource Areas, and Seismic Hazard Zones. Therefore, residential development in these areas should
be limited to single-family homes at very low densities. Accordingly, allowable residential densities in
these areas will generally be far less than allowable residential densities in the current Area Plan. These
areas are less likely to benefit from increased property tax revenues and developer fees, which may
make it difficult to fund additional infrastructure, such as major roadways, water lines, and sewer lines.
The Rural Preservation Strategy acknowledges this by directing additional infrastructure to rural town
center areas and rural town areas, where the placement of additional infrastructure will be more cost-
effective and will generally have fewer effects on the environment. Residents of these areas must be
willing to forego additional infrastructure in order to live in a very remote rural environment and to enjoy
the benefits offered by such an environment.

For more information on the Rural Preservation Strategy and its three types of environments please see
Preliminary Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan Chapter 1: Introduction and Chapter 2: Land Use Element.

3. PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Environmental Issues:

The County has determined that a Program EIR will be prepared for the proposed comprehensive General Plan
Update. Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Program EIR may be prepared on a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 1) geographically; 2) as logical
parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or 4) as individual activities carried out under the
same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects that can be
mitigated in similar ways. The Program EIR will be prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA
Statutes and Guidelines, as amended. Pursuant to Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines the degree of
specificity in the Program EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the comprehensive General
Plan Update. The EIR will focus on the primary effects that can be expected to follow from adoption of the
comprehensive General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Plan Update and will not be as detailed as an EIR on
the specific development or construction projects that may follow. Based on the County’s preliminary analysis of
the project, the following environmental issues will be examined in the Program EIR:

X] Aesthetics X Agricultural and Forest Resources DX Air Quality

X] Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Geology / Soils

XI Greenhouse Gas Emissions X Hazards & Hazardous Materials X Hydrology / Water Quality

X Land Use/ Planning X Mineral Resources X Noise

X] Population / Housing X Public Services X] Recreation

X Transportation / Traffic X Utilities / Service Systems X Mandatory Findings of Significance

The Draft EIR will address the short- and long-term effects of the Los Angeles County General Plan Update and
Antelope Valley Area Plan Update on the environment. Mitigation measures will be proposed for those impacts
that are determined to be significant. A mitigation monitoring program will also be developed as required by
Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Urban Development:
Potential Water Quality Impacts and Required Analyses

INTRODUCTION

This Attachment consists of a table and a diagram showing how urban development can affect
water guality, and the information needed to predict and manage the impacts. Pollution
pathways are described and diagrammed at the level of detail at which potential effects can be
analyzed and management measures applied. The table and diagram are described (and in
electrone version hyperlinked) below.

Watersheds are complex natural systems in which physical, chemical, and biolegic components
interact to create and maintain the beneficial uses of water on which society’s well-being and
economy depend. Similarly, disturbances to natural watershed dynamics caused by urban
development degrade water quality through a complex of interrelated causes and effects,
Unmanaged, these pollution pathways ultimately destroy the physical, chemical, and biological
integrity of the watersheds in which they occur, diminishing or destroying the beneficial uses.

The table and diagram are:

Table 1, Potential Effects Of Urban Development On Beneficial Uses and Required Analyses
outlines the causes of water quality degradation caused by urban development, provides
iiterature citations for each of the effects, and identifies for each effect the project-specific
information needed to assess and mitigate its adverse impact to water quality.

Figure 1, Potential Effects Of Urban Development On Beneficial Uses flowcharts the causes
and effecls listed in Table 1. It begins on the left with three activities which are associated with
urbanization: filling, construction {(active construction and post-construction phases), and
channelization. Figure 1 ends on the right with the resuiting impaired beneficial uses and the
potential for increased maintenance and properly damage. In between are intermediate
processes. Cause-and-effect relationships are shown by arrows.






STATEWATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1
URBAN DEVEL OPMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

TABLE 1

Potenfial Effects of Urban Development on Beneficial Uses
and Required Analyses

Urban development degrades water quality through a complex of interrelated causes and effects.

How to Use this Table. Table 1 outlines the poliution pathways potentially associated with urban development,
provides literature citations for each cause-and-effect relationship, and identifies the information needed to assess and
manage potential effects on a project-specific basis. The pollution pathways are described al the level of detail at which
project-specific potential effects can be analyzed and management measures applied. The same analysis can also be
applied more broadly at a general level, e.g., to urban development that would be authorized under a land-use general
plan. This Table is comprised of three worksheet sub-tables described below. (In the electronic version of this table, the
sub-tables are accessed via tabs at the bottom of the page).

The "Potential Water Quality Impacts and Required Analyses"” worksheet displays the potential causes and effects
{in the "Cause" and "Effect” columns respectively) of waler quality degradation associated with urban development,
and the information needed to assess and manage project-specific effecis (the "Needed Analysis” column). Because of
the complex nature of watershed dynamics, many "effects” are also "causes” along the pallution pathways, and the
number in square brackets listed with each “effect” cross-reference to its enumerated place in the "Cause" column.

Additionally, each of the "effects" is footnoted, and the footnote number refers to the associated note in the "Notes”
sub-table.

A Related Flow-Chart Diagram (Figure 1, "Potential Effects of Urban Development on Beneficial Uses") graphically
displays these cause-and-effect relationships. '

The "Notes"” worksheet displays the summary literature citations for each of the "effects” in the "Potential Water
Quality impacts...” sub-table, keyed 1o the numeric footnotes in the "Effects” column.

The "References™ worksheel displays the full literature citations, indexed by author.

CAUSE A EFFECT NEEDED ANALYSES

1. FILL & EXCAVATION A. Decreased Flood Storage. [4] 1) Quantify reduced flood storage in
Fill or excavalion in Fill can impinge on the natural storage volume each affected basin.

wetlands, riparian areas, or of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial 2) Identify mitigation.

- other waters of the state.  channels, backwaters, and wetlands, reducing
capacity to retain runoff.’

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. [10] 1} Quantify groundwater response io

Fill and excavation can decrease groundwater changes in percolation,

recharge and cause lower water tables by 2) Identify locations where linear
changing soit percolation characteristics and alignments could act to dewater shallow
reducing the area of standing water in aquifers.

recharge basins.? Linear excavation {e.qg., for 3) ldentify mitigation.

utility lines) can act as a conduit to drain
groundwater and locally lower waler tables.
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD -

URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

2A. CONSTRUCTION
Clearing, grading, and
construction of structures
and facilities.

- C. Change in Wetland and Riparian

Vegetation. [17]

Fill and excavation can bury or remove
vegetation and can change site features io
prevent reestablishment of characteristic
species.

D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]

Fill can directly impair beneficial uses by
reducing water area and changing hydrology,
geomorphology, substrate, and other
waterbody characteristics. In addition, projecls
which fragment habitat and reduce wildlife
movement atong riparian and other corridors
can degrade remaining patches of wetlands
and other habitat by changing their physical
characleristics and by isolating and exposing
small populations of plants and ammals
resulting in local ar regional exlinctions

A. Production of Urban Pollutants. [7]
Construction can produce pollutants through
improper use and disposal of toxic
construction materials.

B. Change in Soil Erosion. [8]

Active construction can dramatically increase
soil erosion by exposing and destabilizing
soils. Ercsion is compounded by the mcreased
runoff typically accompanying construction.®

C. Increased Runoff. [9]

Construction can increase both the total and
peak volume of stormwater runoff by removing
vegetation, compacting soil, exposing dense
subsoil, creating steep graded slopes, and
eliminating terrain depressions and ephemeral
and intermittent drainages that would naturally
slow thé movement of stormwater.’

1) Identify and map types and areal
extents of affected vegetation.
2) Identify mitigation.

1) Docurnent lypes, areal extents, and
{for drainage features) lengths of
affected walers.

2) Characterize and map at project-area
and regicnal scales existing wildlands,
along with riparian corridors and other
water features supporting habitat
connectivity.

3} Identify effects of fill on terrestrial and
aquatic habitat connectivity (refer to
Enclosure 3).

4) Identify watershed-level effects on
poliutant removal and flood retention.

5) ldentify mitigation.

1} Identify mitigation for inclusioh in
stormwater pollution prevention plan.

1) Identify location and extent of
planned grading. Display proximity and
slope relaticnships to receiving
drainages.

2} Document erodibility of secils and
subsoils in areas proposed for grading.
3) Quantify amount and duration of
increased sediment loadings to each
affected drainage.

4) Identify mitigation.

1) Quantify total and peak volumes of
increased runoff for each affected
drainage

2} ldentify mitigation.



STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD -

URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

ATTACHMENT 1 ~ TABLE 1

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

2B. POST-
CONSTRUCTION
Ongoing effects of.

constructed environment.

D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Projects which fragment habitat and reduce
wildlife mevement along riparian and other
corridors can degrade remaining patches of
wetlands and other habilat by changing their
physical characteristics and by isolating and
exposing small populations of plants and
animals, result:ng in local or regional
extinctions."'

A. Dry weather discharge. [6]

Construction can cause dry-season “nuisance”
runoff from aclivities such as landscape
irrigation®, sidewalk and vehicle washing, and
basement dewatering.

B. Increased Groundwater Pumping. [5]
Construction can cause increased
groundwater pumping for domestic or
landscape use.*

C. Production of Urban Pollutants. [7]
Afler construction, urban areas can generate
pesticides, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
substances, heavy metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons, bacteria, viruses, and other
poliutants from activities such as landscape
care and vehicle operation and maintenance.’

D. Change in Soil Erosion. [8]

After construction, erosion can be reduced io
below natural levels because soils are covered
with buildings and pavement, and runoff is
routed through storm drains.”

E. Increased Runoff. [9]

After construction, maintained landscapes and
impervious surfaces such as roofs and streets
increase total and peak runcff. The increased
flows move quickly over paved surfaces and
are collecled, concentrated, and further
accelerated in stormdrain systems. The
combination of increased flows and more
efficient transport causes a higher, “llashy”,
more rapidly peaking and falling hydrograph,
especially for smaller, more frequent floods. '

1} Characterize and map at project-area
and regional scales existing wildlands,
atong with riparian corridors and other
water features supporting habitat
cannectivity.

2) ldentify effects of construction on
terrestrial and aquatic habitat
connectivity (refer to Enclosure 3).

3) Identify mitigation.

1) Characterize volumes, seasonality,
and other pertinent characterisiics of
"nuisance” flows for each affected
drainage.

1) Quantify and map locations of
increased pumping.

1} Quantify projected increase in
pollution production in each affected
basin.

2} identify mitigation.

1) Quantify reduction of natural
sediment delivery rates to each affected
basin.

2) Identify miligation.

1) Quantify project-induced changes in
total and peak runoff rates {o each
affecied drainage.

2) |dentify mitigation.
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

ATTACHMENT 1 — TABLE 1

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT |
ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

3. CHANNELIZATION
Engineered changes in
channel structure or
morphology to stabilize
banks, prevent flooding, or
increase flow conveyance.

A. Decreased Flood Storage. [4]
Channelization can reduce flood storage within
a basin by restricting flows to the active
channel, thereby preventing detention of
floodwater in backwalers and on the adjacent
floodplain.™

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. [10]
Lining channel bottoms can change
groundwater storage by reducing percolation
and groundwater recharge.” Deepening
natural channels can drain adjacent shallow
water tables.™

C. Channel Destabilization. [11}
Channelization can cause channel
destabilization by changing the balance
between the stream’s flow, sediment load, and
channel! form. Destabilization tends to affect
entire siream systems. For example,
channelization can concentrate and
synchranize peak flows from tributary streams,
causing increased channel erosion both above
and below the channelized reach. The eroded
sediment is then deposited downstream when
ihe flow slows down, where it may initiate
further destabilization,

D. increased Flooding Frequency. [14]
Constricted channels {e.g., in leveed sections)
can cause waler to back up, resulting in
localized upstream flooding. Rapid passage of
floodwaters through "improved" channels can
increase flooding downstream by
concentrating and synchronizing tributary
peaks."®

E. Decreased Pollutant Removal. [16]
Channelization can decrease natural poliutant
removal by reducing instream structural
complexity and turbulent-flow aeration,
increasing flow velacity, reducing overbank
flow, and by causing change in vegetation."”

1} Quantify and map reductions in flood
storage in each affected basin.
2) Identify mitigation.

1} Quantify and map locations of
reduction in recharge rates.

2) Quantify effects on channelization on
shallow water tables and associated
wetlands.

3) dentify mitigation.

1} Quantify basin-level hydrelogic and
fluvial geomorphic effects of
channelization in each affected
drainage.

2) Identify mitigalion.

1} Quantify basin-level hydrologic effect
of channelization on each affected
basin, including changes in flood return
frequencies.

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Map waters lost to channelization in
each affected drainage and characterize
type, areal extent, and pollutant removal
value.

2) Quantify affect on pollutant loadings
to each affected waterbody and
downstream receiving waters.

3) Identify mitigation.
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POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELGPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

4. DECREASED FLOOD
STORAGE

5. INCREASED
GROUNDWATER
PUMPING

6. DRY WEATHER
DISCHARGE

F. Change in Wetland and Riparian
Vegetation. [17]

Channelization and associated maintenance
can directly destroy wetland and riparian
vegetation and can change site features to
prevent reestablishment of characteristic
species.'®

G. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Channelization and associated maintenance
can direclly impair beneficial uses by reducing
waterbody area; increasing stream velocity;
disrupling riffle and pool sequences, cover,
and other structurai fealures; changing
substrate; cutting off nutrient inputs to and
from backwaters and riparian wetlands,
dewatering upstream reaches, and reducing
aesthetic and recreational value. Reduced
overbank flooding can adversely affect
reproduction of riparian vegetation and
wetland and riparian functions.*®
Channelization can inhibit the movement of
fish, other aguatic biota, and wildlife, and thus
isolale and reduce the viability of populations
up and downsiream.”® Construction of
channels can introduce sediment, nutrients,
and toxics into the water column.?’

A. Increased Runoff. [9]

Reduced flood storage on the floodplain and in
channels, swales, wetlands, backwaters, and
other natural depressions increases and
accelerates runoff. 2

‘A. Change in Groundwater Storage. [10]

Increased groundwater pumping can lower
watertables locally or in distant donor basins.?

A. Change in Baseflow. 2]
Dry weather runoff from urban activilies can
increase dry-period streamflows.?*

1) Map and ldentify types and areas of
affected vegetation.

2) dentify mitigation.

1) Identify direct and indirect effects of
proposed channelization projects on
beneficial uses. '
2) Characterize and display al project-
area and regional scales existing
wildlands, along with riparian corridors
and other water features supporting
habitat connectivity.

3} Identify effects of channelization on
terrestrial and aquatic habitat
connectivity.

4} Identify mitigation.

1) Quantify total and peak volumes of
increase runoff for each affected
drainage.

2) Idenlify mitigation.

1} Quantify and map locations of
project-induced changes in groundwater
levels. . :

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Quantify hydrologic effects of dry
weather flows on the baseflow of each
affected drainage.
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URBAN DEVEL OPMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

7. PRODUCTION OF
URBAN POLLUTANTS

8. CHANGE IN SQIL
EROSION

9. INCREASED RUNOFF

B. Increased Pollutant Delivery. [13]

Dry weather runoff can carry the pollutants
generated by the activity causing the flow,
e.g., pesticides, nutrients, and petrochemicals
from landscape maintenance and cleaning
sidewalks and vehicles. Collection of polluted
dry weather flows in catch basins may result in
shock loadings when it is displaced by
subsequent storm flows. >

A. Increased Pollutant Delivery. [13]
Increased production of urban pollutants can
cause increased delivery of pollutants to
surface and groundwater.?®

A. Channel Destabilization. {11]

Changes in upland soil erosion can destabilize
stream channels by changing the amount of
sediment carried into the stream. The stream
may then erode or aggrade its channel {o
balance its available energy with the changes
in its sediment load.

1. Increased sediment from construction
causes channel aggradation, changinrg stream
cross sections and redirecting ﬂows._‘"

2. Decreased sediment from a paved
walershed can cause channet incision and/or
side-cutting. The effect may be compounded
by increased runoff from the paved watershed.
Aggradation may occur downstream where the
flow slows and deposits the eroded sediment,
which may deflect flows against the channel
banks and cause further bank erosion.®

A. Change in Soil Erosion. [8]

increased runoff can dramatically increase soil
erosion by causing greater runoff velocities
which more effectively displace and carry soil
particles. Construction-related soil
destabilization can compound the effect.?

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. [4]
Increased runoff can reduce groundwater
recharge and lower water tables, since water
draining from impervious surface is unable to
percolate to groundwater at that location.®

1) Quantify and characterize pollutant
loadings from aclivities generating dry
weather runoff to each affected
drainage.

2} ldentify mitigation.

1) Quantify and characterize pollutant
loadings from to each affected drainage.
2) Identify mitigation.

1} Conduct geomorphologic analysis of
channel response to increases in
construction-related sediment.

2} Conduct geomorphologic analysis of
channel response to long-term
reductions in sediment delivery to each
affected drainage.

3} Identify miligation.

Note: Sediment as a pollutant is
considered in No. 7, "Production of
Urban Pollutants”.

1) Quantify increases in sheet and gully
erosion resulting from increased runoff.
2) Identify mitigation.

1) Map locations of and quantify losses
of recharge and water table response.
2) Identify mitigation.
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POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED AMALYSES

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

10. CHANGE IN
GROUNDWATER
STORAGE

C. Channel Destabilization. [11]
Increased peak runoif can destabilize
channels by increasing the flow velocity and
erosive power of the stream. Mead cutting,
incision and/or widening of the channel, and
associated sideslope failures can result.
Reduced sediment input as a result of change
in soil erosion rates can compound the
effect.’” In small streams, increased runoff
may also dislodge logs and other channel
features that help to define the channel,®

D. Increased Pollutant Delivery. [13]
Increased runoff increases pollutant delivery
because it can more effectively carry
particulate and soluble pollutants to receiving
walers. Increased flow velocity reduces
contact time with soil and ve%etation that might
otherwise remove poliutants.™

E. Increased Flooding Frequency. [14]
Increased runoff and greater fransport
efficiency resuli in higher peak flows from
storms of a given return period.*'

F. Change in Water Temperature. [15]
Increased runoff from urban areas can raise
the temperature of receiving waters because
runoff from. impervious surfaces is often
warmer than runoff from pervious surfaces or
subsurface flow.*

G. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Increased runoff can impair habital values by
flushing fish and inveriebrates out of
streams,® increasing water level fluctuations
and the velocity of flows enlering wetlands,37
and causing salinity changes in estuaries and
other nearshore marine walers.*

A. Change in Baseflow. [12]
Changes in watertable level can cause
changes in the dry weather baseflow of
streams fed by groundwater.*

B. Change in Wetland and Riparian
Vegetation. [17]

A lowered watertable can dry up wetlands,
stress or kill mature riparian vegetation, and
reduce or eliminate seedling survival.*®

1) Quantify channel ge omorphic
response to increased runoff for each
affected drainage.

2) ldentify mitigation.

1) Quantify types and quantities of
increased pollutant loadings io each
affected drainage.

2} ldentify mitigation,

1) Quantify basin level hydrolagic effect
of increased runoff on each affecied
basin, including changes in flood return
frequencies.

2) ldentify mitigation.

1) Model increase in water temperature
along stream profile of each affected
drainage.

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify direct effecis of increased
flow on aquatic biota, hydrologic
regimes of adjacent wetlands, and

* salinity of marine receiving waters for

each affected drainage.
2) Identify mitigation.

1) Quantify for each affected drainage
the changes in baseflow assaciated with
lowered water tables and map locations.
2) Identify mitigation,

1) ldentify types and areas of wellands
and riparian areas that would be
affected by expecled lowering of
shallow water tables and map locations.
2) Identify mitigation.
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POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF URBAN DEVELLOPMENT

ON BENEFICIAL USES AND REQUIRED ANALYSES ‘

CAUSE

EFFECT

NEEDED ANALYSES

11. GHANNEL
DESTABILIZATION

C. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]

A lowered watertable can impair water supply
and other beneficial uses which use
groundwater. Seawater intrusion is possible in
coastal areas.*' Aquifer compaction and
subsidence can also occur.*? Wetland and
riparian areas can be dewatered, harming
associated vegetation and habitats.**

A. Channelization. [3]

Channel erosion can threaten property and
structures, leading to ptacement of riprap or
other engineered stabilization of critical
sections.*

B. Change in Groundwater Storage. [10]
Channel incision can dewater shallow aquifers
adjacent to the channel.*®

C. Increased Pollutant Delivery. [13]
Channel erosion can result in increased
suspended solids and turbidity in the water
column.*’

D. Increased Flooding Frequency. [14]
Channe! aggradation can cause local fleoding
by diverting flows and decreasing a stream’s
flow capacity.*®

E. Change in Water Temperature. [15]
Bank erosion and aggradation can increase
walter temperature by creating a broader
channel with shallow flows, increased water
surface relative to flow volume, and a smaller
proportion of shaded water surface. As a
result, summer water temperatures and daily
and seasonal temperature fluctuations tend to
be greater.49

F. Change in Wetland and Riparian
Vegetation. [17]

Channel destabilization can encroach on
riparian wetlands and undermine streamside
vegetation.”® '

1) Identify affects of expected water
table lowering on water supply and
other beneficial uses and map locations.
2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify stream reaches in which
projecl-induced channel destabilization
may reqguire channelization.

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify and map stream reaches in
which project-induced stream incision
may dewater shallow aquifers.

2) Identify mitigation,

1) Identify and map stream reaches
subject to project-induced
destabilization, quantify changes in
channel dimension, and volume of
eroded material for each affected basin.
2} |dentify mitigation.

1) ldentify and map stream reaches in
which project-induced channel
destabiiization may cause aggradation
and associated flooding.

2) ldentify mitigation.

1) ldentify and map stream reaches in
which preject- induced destabilization
can increase waler temperature.

- 2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify, characlerize, and map
wetland and riparian areas subject to
encroachment by channel
destabilization; .

2) Identify mitigation.
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12. CHANGE IN
BASEFLOW

G. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Channe! destabilization can reduce or
eliminate fabitat, recreation, esthetic values,
and other uses by affecting deep pools, pool-
riffle ratios, undercut banks, substrate
suitability, and other structural features.”

H. Increased Maintenance and Property
Damage. [19]

Channel erosion can undermine streamside
buildings, bridges, utility crossings, and other
property. Aggradation can bury diversion
structures and other infrastructure and may
require removal fo maintain flow capacity.

A. Change in Groundwater Storage. [10]
Reduced siream baseflow can decrease
groundwater recharge by reducing wetted area
and the amount of water available for recharge
in stream channels.*

B. Change in Water Temperature. [15]
Decreased baseflow, typically resulting from
change in groundwater storage, can cause
elevated and fluctuating stream temperature
because groundwater usually enters the
stream at cool, stable temperatures.®

C. Change in Wetland and Riparian
Vegetation. [17]

Decreased stream baseflow can cause
ripartan vegetation 1o shift to upland species.”

D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]

1. Decreases in the amount or duration of
baseflow can impair habitat quafity by
eliminating aquatic and riparian habilat area,
reducing flow velocities, and otherwise
disrupting the life cycles of planis and animals
which are dependent on water.™

2. Increases in baseflow resulting from dry
weather discharge can impair waterbodies
such as seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, and
intermittent streams which are naturally
defined by seasonal water availability.

1} Identify, characlerize, and map
stream reaches in which channel
destabilization can directly impair
beneficial uses.

2} Identify mitigation.

1) Identify and map stream reaches in
which destabilization may cause
increased maintenance and property
damage.

2} ldentify mitigation.

1} Identify and map affecled stream
reaches.

2) Quantify losses of recharge and
water lable response.

3) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify and map affected stream
reaches;

2) Quantify temperalure effects along
stream profile.

3) Identify mitigation.

1) Characterize and map affected
riparian areas.
2) ldentify mitigation,

1) identify and map affected waterbody
segments.

2) Characterize and quantify changes in
baseflow.

3) Identify direct effects on beneficial
uses

4) Identify mitigation.
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13. INCREASED
POLLUTANT DELIVERY

14. INCREASED
FLOODING FREQUENCY

15. INCREASED WATER
TEMPERATURE

16. DECREASED
POLLUTANT REMOVAL

17. CHANGE IN
WETLAND AND
RIPARIAN VEGETATION

A. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]

Urban pollutants can impair many beneficial
uses, e.g., water supply, recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, and sheilfish productlon

A. Channelization. [3]

Increased flooding can lead to channelization
of the critical section to more efficiently pass
flood flows.”

B. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Increased flooding can impair habitat,”® water
supplies, navigation, and other beneficial uses.

C. Increased Maintenance and Property:

-Damage. [19]

Increased flood frequency can result in more
maintenance and flood damage.

A. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]
Increased water temperature can directly
stress aquatic biota and can aiso affect other
parameters associated with habitat quality,
such as dissolved oxygen concentration and
rate of chemical reactions.”

A. Increased Pollutant Delivery. [13]

Less remaval of pollutants by natural
processes can resull in greater concentrahons
of pollutants in receiving waters.”

A. Channel Destabilization. [11]
Loss of vegetation and its associated
anchoring root masses can destabilize
channe! banks and other geomorphic
features.”

B: Change in Water Temperature. [15]
Loss of riparian vegetation can increase
maximum water temperature by exposing
rmore water surface to the sun. Daily and
seasonal temperature fluctuations also tend to
be greater. &2

C. Decreased Pollutant Removal. [16]
Removal of vegetation adjacent to a
waterbody can reduce removal of poliutants
from the waterbody and from the overland flow
draining to the waterbody 8

10

1) Identify direct effects of increased
poliutant loadings on beneficial uses in
each affected waterbody segment.

2} Identify mitigation.

1) Identify stream reaches in which
project-induced flooding may require
channelization.

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify stream reaches in which
project-induced flooding may impair
beneficial uses.

2) Identify mitigation.

1} !dentify stream reaches in which
project-induced flooding may increase
maintenance and property damage.
2) dentify mitigation.

1) Identify and map affected waterbody
segmenis.

2) Quantify ternperature changes.

3) Characterize effects on beneficial
uses.

4} Identify mitigation.

1) Quantify effects to pollutant loadings

“for each affected waterbody.

2) identify mitigation.

1) Characierize and map affecied
geomorphic features.
2) Identify mitigation.

1) Identify and map stream reaches in
which loss of riparian vegetation can
increase water temperature.

2) Identify mitigation.

1) Describe type, areal extent, and
pollutant removal value of affected
vegetation and map location.

2) identify mitigation.
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D. Impaired Beneficial Uses. [18]

Loss of vegetation directly impairs the quality
of aguatic and riparian habitat by reducing

cover, slructural diversity, and nutrient

sources.® Removal of vegetation can also
fragment and isolate remaining patches of
habitat, resulting in decreased habitat value

=
over large areas.®

1

1) Identify affected waterbody
segments.

2) Characterize direct effects of
vegetation loss on beneficial uses.

3) Characterize and display at project-
area and regional scales existing
wildlands, along with riparian corridors
and other water features supporting
habitat caonnectivity.

4) Identify effects of vegetation change
on terrestrial and aquatic habilat
connectivity.

5} Identify mitigation.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Low-Impact Development References

Low-impact (LID) development generally involves more compact development that:
» minimizes generation of urban pollutants;
» preserves the amenity and other values of natural waters:

+ maintains natural waters, drainage paths, landscape features and other water-holding
areas fo promote stormwater retention and groundwater recharge; '

» designs communities and landscaping to minimize stormwater generation, runoff, and
concentration; promote groundwater recharge; and reduce water demand:

* promotes water conservation and re-use.

The following documents are among many that provide more specific guidance in LID.

Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. Start at the Source. 1999. Online:
hitp://www_basmaa.org/index.cfm.

Center for Watershed Protection. Better Site Design: A Handbook for Changing Development
Rules in Your Community. August 1998. Online: htip://www.cwp.org/.

Local Government Commission. The Ahwahnee Water Principles: A Blueprint for Regional
Sustainability. July 2006. Online: http://water.lgc.arg/quidebook. -

Prince George's County, Maryland, Department of Environmental Protection. Low-Impact
Development Design Strategies. January 2000.

Prince George's County, Maryland, Department of Environmental Protection. Low-Impact
Development Hydrologic Analysis. January 2000.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. Using Smart Growth Techniques as
Stormwater Best Management Practices. EPA 231-B-05-002. December 2005.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. Parking Spaces/Community Places. EPA
231-K-06-001. January 2006.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. Protecting Water Resources with Higher
Density Development. EPA 231-R-06-001. January 2008.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. Growing Toward More Efficient Water Use:
Linking Development, Infrastructure, and Drinking Water Policies. EPA 230-R-06-001. January
20086. _

Further Online References:

Ca. Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment: http://wvxw.oelmé.ca.gov/ecolox'.htm]
United States Environmental Protection Agency: http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/
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ATTACHMENT 3

Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity as Related To

 Wetland, Riparian, and Other Aquatic Resources

"Habitat connectivity" refers to the need for plant and animal populations to have some
mobility over the landscape, i.e., to avoid becoming "isolated" or "disjunc:t."1 Alarge
body of research has demonstrated that such "isolated” populations face a high
probability of eventual extinction, even if their immediate habitats are spared.” In
general, the smaller such an isolated population, the more quickly it will die out. Urban
development typically fragments habitat by creating artificial landscapes which are
movement barriers for most species. Unless mitigation measures are taken, isolated,
non-viable populations are created as buildings, roads, and landscaping cut off lines of
movement. ' '

In the context of wetlands, "habitat connectivity" refers to three related phenomena:

a. The need of some animals to have access to both wetland and upland habitats at
different parts of their life cycle. Some wetland animals, €.g., some amphibians
and turtles, require access at different seasons and/or at different life stages to
both wetland and to nearby upland. Preserving the wetland but not access to
upland habitat will locally exterminate such species.3

b. The ecological relationship between separate wetlands. Some wetland
communities and their associated species comprise networks of "patches"
throughout a landscape. Wetland plants and animals are adapted to the
presence of wetland complexes within a watershed and are dependent on
moving among the wetlands within the complex, either regularly or in response to
environmental stressors such as flood or drought, local food shortage, predator
pressure, or influx of pollution. Removing one such water from the complex will
reduce the biological quality of the rest, and at some point the simplified wetland
complex will be incapable of suPporting at least some of the species, even
though some wetlands remain.

c. The role wetlands and riparian corridors play in allowing larger-scale movements.
Some strategically located wetlands and continuous strips of riparian habitat
along streams facilitate connectivity at watershed and regional scales for
terrestrial as well as aguatic and amphibious species.

As noted above, habitat connectivity is critical to biodiversity maintenance, and will
become more so because of gliobal warming. Significant range shifts and other
responses to global warming have already occurred. The ability of biotic populations to
move across the landscape may be critical to their survival in coming decades.”



ATTACHMENT 3

1 Such mobility may occur at the level of the individual organism {e.g., a bird or turtie travelling between
separated wetlands) and/or of the population (e.g., a plant species colonizing a new wetland through
seed dispersal); and over different time scales.

? For the effects of habitat fragmentation and population isolation 6n the survival of plants and animals,
see for example:

K. L. Knuison and V.L. Naef, Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats:
Riparian, Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, WA, December 1997, p. 71.

R.F Noss and AY Cooperrider, Saving Nature's Legacy, Protecting and Restoring Biodiversity,
Washington, D.C., Island Press, 1994, pp. 33-34, 50-54, 50-62, 61-62.

D.E. Saunders, R.J. Hobbs, and C.R. Margules, "Biological Consequences of Ecosystem
Fragmentation: A Review," Conservation Biology 5(1), March 1991, pp. 18-32.

Michael E.Soulé, "Land Use Planning and Wildlife Maintenance, Guidelines for Conserving Wildlife in
an Urban Landscape," Journal of the American Planning Association 57(3), 1991, pp. 313-323.

Michael E. Soulé, "The Effects of Habitat Fragmentation on Chaparfal Plants and Vertebrates," Cikos
63, 1992, pp. 39-47.

United States Federal Interagency Stream Restoration Working Group, Stream Caorridor Restoration:
Principles, Practices, and Processes, October 1998, [Onling]. Available from:

http://iwww. usda.gov/stream_restoration. Printed copy available from: National Technical Information
Service (NTIS), Springfield, VA, pp. 2-80, 2-82.

® Regarding the relationship between wetland/riparian and upland habitats, see for example:

VincentJ. Burke and J. Whitfield Gibbons, "Terrestrial Buffer Zones and Wetland Conservation: A
Case Study of Freshwater Turtles in a Carclina Bay," Conservation Biology 9(8), 1995, pp. 1365-
1369;

C. Kenneth Dodd , Jr. and Brian S. Cade, "Movement Patterns and the Conservation of Amphibians
Breeding in Small Temporary Wetlands," Conservation Biology 12{2), 1998, pp. 331-339;

Raymond D. Semlitsch, "Biological Delineation of Terrestrial Buffer Zones for Pond Breeding
Salamanders," Conservation Biology 12(4), 1997, pp. 1113-1119.

Hilty, J. A. and Merenlender, A. M. Use of Riparian Corridors and Vineyards by Mammalian Predators
in Northern California. Conservation Biology 18(1) 126-135; 2004 Fehruary.

* Regarding the ecological relationship between separated wetlands, see for example:

C. Scotit Findley and Jeff Houlahan, "Anthropogenic Correlates of Species Richness in Southeastern
Ontario Wetlands, Conservation Biology 11(4), 1997, pp. 1000-1009;

Lisa A. Joyal, Mark McCollough, and Malcom L. Hunter, Jr., "Landscape Ecclogy Approaches to
Wetland Species Conservation: A Case Study of Two Turtle Species in Southern Maine,"
Conservation Biology 15(6), 2001, pp. 1755-1762;

Raymond D. Semliisch and J. Russell Bodie, "Are Small, Isolated Wetlands Expendable?"
Conservation Biolagy 12(5), 1998, pp.1129-1133;

National Research Council, op. cit., 2001, p. 42;
Nature Conservancy, op. ¢it., July 2000, p. 10,

Recent reports comprehensively review observed effects of global change on plant and animal range
shifts, advancement of spring events, and other responses. See:

Terry L. Root, Jeff T. Price, Kimberly R. Hall, Stephen H. Schnieder, Cynthia Rosenzweig, and Alan
Pounds, "Fingerprints of Global warming on Wild Animals and Plants,” Science 421:2, January 2003,
pp. 57-60.
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Camille Parmesan and Gary Yohe, "A Globally Coherent Fingerprint of Climate Change Impacts cross
Natural Systems,” Science 421:2, January 2003, pp. 37-42.

Thomas, et al. “Extinction risk from climate change”, Nature 427, January 2004, pp. 145-148
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Victorville Office
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200, Victorville, Catifornia 92392
Matthew Rodriquez (760) 241-6583 * FAX (760) 241-7308 Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Secretary for http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan Governor

Environmental Protection

September 14, 2011
File: Environmental Doc Review
Los Angeles County
Connie Chung
Department of Regional Planning
Los Angeles County
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND ANTELOPE VALLEY
AREA PLAN UPDATE, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO.
2011081042

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board)
staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update being
prepared by Los Angeles County (County). The General Plan and Area Plan will include
goals, policies, implement programs and ordinances, accommodate growth, and reduce
the potential for growth in environmentally sensitive and hazardous areas.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 14, section
15096, responsible agencies must specify the scope and content of the environmental
information germane to their statutory responsibilities. Water Board staff, acting on
behalf of a responsible agency, is providing these comments to help guide in the
development of General and Area Plan objectives that will maintain water quality and
hydrologic function, and ultimately, protect the beneficial use of waters of the State.
We hope the County will consider these comments and value our position with respect
to protecting and maintaining beneficial uses and high quality waters within the
Lahontan Region.

AUTHORITY

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Water Board regulate
discharges of waste in order to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of the
waters of the State. State law assigns responsibility for protection of water quality in the
Lahontan Region to the Lahontan Water Board. The Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) contains policies that the Water Board uses with other
laws and regulations to protect the quality of waters of the State within the Lahontan
Region. The Water Board regulates the sources of water quality related problems,
which could resuit in actual, or potential, impairment of beneficial uses or degradation of
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Ms. Chung -2- September 14, 2011

water quality. All groundwater and surface waters are considered waters of the State.
Surface waters include, but are not limited to, drainages, streams, washes, ponds,
pools, or wetlands, and may be permanent or intermittent, either natural or manmade,
and may or may not be identified as “blueline streams” on published topographic maps.
All waters of the State are protected under California law. The Federal Clean Water Act
(CWA) provides additional protection for waters of the U.S.

The Basin Plan provides guidance regarding water quality and how the Water Board
may regulate activities that have the potential to affect water quality within the Region.
The Basin Plan sets forth water quality standards for surface water and groundwaters of
the Region, which include designated beneficial uses as well as narrative and numerical
objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect those uses. The Basin Plan
also identifies general types of water quality problems which can threaten beneficial
uses and identifies required or recommended control measures for these problems. In
some cases, it prohibits certain types of discharges in particular areas. The Basin Plan
includes prohibitions and policies to achieve water quality objectives including
maintaining high quality waters and beneficial uses. The Basin Plan includes a
program of implementation to protect beneficial uses and to achieve water quality
objectives.

The current Basin Plan was adopted by the Water Board in 1995 and has since been
amended several times; the last amendment was adopted in May 2008. The Basin
Plan can be accessed via the Water Board's web site at
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/references.
shtmi.

Implementation of the proposed Project must comply with all applicable water quality
standards and prohibitions, including provisions of the Basin Plan.

PERMITTING

Development within the County may require permits issued by either the SWRCB or
Water Board because they have the potential to impact waters of the State. The
required permits may include:

» Land disturbance of 1 acre or more may require a CWA, section 402(p)
stormwater permit, including a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Construction Stormwater Permit obtained from the SWRCB,
or an individual stormwater permit obtained from the Water Board;

o Discharge of low threat wastes to a surface water, including diverted stream
flows, construction and/or dredge spoils dewatering, and well construction and
hydrostatic testing discharge, may require an NPDES permit for Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Waters issued by the Water Board;

California Environmental Protection Agency
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e Discharge of low threat wastes to land, including clear water discharges, small
dewatering projects, and inert wastes, may require General Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water
Quality issued by the Water Board;

e Land disposal of waste', including mining waste, is regulated under the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 27, and may require Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) issued by the Water Board;

e Recycled water use is regulated under CCR, title 22, and may require Water
Reclamation Requirements (WRRs) issued by the Water Board; and

e Streambed alteration and/or discharge of fill material to a surface water may
require a CWA, section 401 water quality certification (WQC) for impacts to
federal waters (waters of the U.S.), or dredge and fill WDRs for impacts to non-
federal waters, both issued by the Water Board.

Some waters of the State are “isolated” from waters of the U.S.; determinations of the
jurisdictional extent of the waters of the U.S. are made by the United States Army Corps
of Engineers. Projects that have the potential to impact surface waters will require the
appropriate jurisdictional determinations. These determinations are necessary to
discern if the proposed surface water impacts will be regulated under section 401 of the
CWA or through dredge and fill WDRs issued by the Water Board.

We request that the DEIR list the permits that may be required, as outlined above, and
identify the specific activities that may trigger these permitting actions in the appropriate
sections of the environmental document. Information regarding these permits, including
application forms, can be downloaded from our web site at
http://mww.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/. Also, please include information in the DEIR
regarding the County's Storm Water Program and how it relates to individuals and
businesses.

Effects of Urban Development on Water Quality

The County’s General and Area Plans are important to the Water Board because
managing the water quality effects of urban development is a large part of our nonpoint
source, stormwater, and water quality certification work. Most water quality impacts of
urban development are best avoided by directing the location, pattern, and design of
the development, rather than through traditional regulation of discharges. Many of the
intractably degraded waters currently on the Water Boards' list of impaired water bodies
are degraded by conditions most directly within the purview of local planning.

1 "Waste" is defined in the Basin Plan to include any waste or deleterious material including, but not limited to, waste earthen
materials (such as soil, silt, sand, clay, rock, or other organic or mineral material) and any other waste as defined in the California
Water Code, section13050(d).
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Watersheds are complex natural systems in which physical, chemical, and biologic
components can interact to create a source of high quality water on which our economy
and well-being depend. Poorly planned urban development can upset these natural
interactions and degrades water quality through a web of interrelated effects. The
primary impacts of poorly planned development projects on water quality can include:

 Direct Impacts — the direct physical impacts of filling and excavation on wetlands,
riparian areas, and other waters;

* Pollutants — the generation of urban pollutants during and after construction;

 Hydrologic Modification — the alteration of flow regimes and groundwater recharge
by impervious surfaces and stormwater collector systems;

o Watershed-level Effects — the disruption of watershed-level aquatic functions,
including pollutant removal, floodwater retention, and habitat connectivity.

These impacts typically degrade water quality, increase peak flows and flooding, and
destabilize stream channels; resulting in engineered solutions to the disrupted flow
patterns and, ultimately, near-total loss of natural functions and values in the affected
basins. Many examples of such degradation exist in California and elsewhere.

The Water Boards are mandated to prevent such degradation. CEQA establishes the
process to provide the information we need to do so. Additional information is provided
in the following attachments to this letter:

» Attachment 1, Urban Development: Potential Water Quality Impacts and Required
Analyses. Outlines and diagrams the potential effects of land development on water
quality and identifies related information needs.

e Attachment 2, Low Impact Development References. Lists documents providing
guidance on principles and practices to avoid water quality and quantity problems
associated with urban development.

e Attachment 3, Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity Related To Wetland, Riparian, and
Other Aquatic Resources. Provides information and references on the importance of
stream corridors, wetlands, and other waters in maintaining local and regional
habitat connectivity.

Scope and Level of Needed Analyses

The DEIR for the General and Area Plans should characterize the cumulative, direct,
and indirect impacts to the quality of waters of the state caused by projects, which the
General and Area Plans would authorize, and should identify alternatives and other
mitigation measures to reduce and eliminate such impacts. Analyses should include:

1. Beneficial Use Analyses

A clear understanding of the location and nature of the waters potentially affected by
this project is fundamental to fulfillment of our regulatory responsibilities. The DEIR

California Environmental Protection Agency
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and General and Area Plans must include a planning area-scale map and general
description based on available data of waters potentially affected by projects
authorized by the General and Area Plans, tabulated and organized by watershed
(drainage basin) and water body type, e.g., wetlands, riparian areas (as defined by
the National Academy of Sciences)z, streams, other surface waters, and
groundwater basins (a greater level of discrimination is usually appropriate, e.g., of
wetland type). We request that the DEIR identify and list the beneficial uses of the
identified surface water resources, as outlined in the Basin Plan, and evaluate the
potential impacts to water quality with respect to those beneficial uses. The
environmental document must include alternatives to avoid those impacts or list
specific mitigation measures that, when implemented, minimize unavoidable impacts
to a less than significant level.

2. Avoidance and Minimization Analysis

There are many ways projects that may be developed under the General and Area
Plans can degrade water quality, and this complicates analysis. Fortunately,
avoiding or minimizing any step in a poliution pathway will eliminate or reduce
subsequent effects, and will simplify the associated needed analyses; and a small
number of key variables control most of the pathways causing water quality
degradation. We strongly encourage avoidance as the primary strategy to address
water quality concerns.

Please include in the DEIR measures to avoid or minimize each potential cause of
water quality degradation as described in Attachments 1 and 3 to these comments.

3. Alternatives Analysis

Because development projects can individually and cumulatively cause major water
quality impacts, we strongly encourage a low-impact planning approach (low-impact
development [LID]). Such an approach generally involves more compact
development that minimizes generation of urban pollutants; preserves the amenity
and other values of natural waters; maintains natural waters, drainage paths,
landscape features and other water-holding areas to promote stormwater retention,
pollution removal, and groundwater recharge; designs communities and landscaping
to minimize stormwater generation, runoff, and concentration, promotes
groundwater recharge, and reduces water demand: and promotes water
conservation and re-use.

? “Riparian areas are transitional between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and are distinguished by gradients in
biophysical conditions, ecological process, and biota. They are areas through which surface and subsurface
hydrology connect water bodies with their adjacent uplands. They include those portions of terrestrial ecosystems
that significantly influence exchanges of energy and matter with aquatic ecosystems (i.e., a zone of influence).
Riparian areas are adjacent to perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams, lakes, and estuarine-marine
shorelines” (National Research Council. Riparian Areas, Functions and Strategies for Management. National
Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C. 2002). Riparian areas are created and maintained by periodic
inundation by overbank flood flows from the adjacent surface water bodies.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Please include in the DEIR a low-impact approach for future authorized projects.
Principles and practices of LID are described in the documents listed in Attachment
2, Low Impact Development References, to these comments.

4. Characterization of Impacts

As noted above, we believe avoidance is the best strategy for managing potential
water quality impacts. For unavoidable impacts, understanding how pollution
pathways will operate is essential to managing them. Please include in the DEIR:

a. Specify at a watershed-level of detail the causes, natures, and magnitude of
impacts, which would resuit from projects, authorized under the General and
Area Plans, referring to Attachments 1 and 3 to these comments.

b. Quantify impacts as definitively as feasible, using appropriate modeling and
adequate data. Modeling approaches should be documented, and data
deficiencies or other factors affecting the reliability of the results identified and
characterized.

c. ldentify whether impacts will be temporary or permanent.

5. Hydrologic Analysis

Because increased runoff from developed areas is the key variable driving a number
of other adverse effects, attention to maintaining the pre-development hydrograph
will prevent or minimize many problems and will limit the need for other analyses
and mitigation in the General and Area Plans DEIR and in subsequent project-
specific EIRs. Such effects are difficuit to manage at a project-specific level, and are
most effectively addressed at the General Plan level.

Please include the following in the DEIR: -

a. Alternatives and mitigation measures to maintain the pre-existing hydrology.

b. A meaningful analysis of potential cumulative impacts to watershed hydrology
from existing and planned development in the watershed or planning area.

6. Habitat Connectivity Analysis

Riparian corridors and other waters within the regulatory purview of the Water
Boards play an important role in maintaining habitat connectivity. Both aquatic and
terrestrial habitat may be fragmented by impacts to streams, riparian areas, or other
waters.

Each project shouid:

a. Analyze the regional importance of movement corridors in and along water
bodies, the potential effect of disrupting such corridors, and the potential for
enhancing such corridors through mitigation measures.

b. Include information regarding any sensitive plant and animal species that likely
utilize the corridors.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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c. ldentify any impacts to riparian or other waters that could compromise future
remediation of existing connectivity barriers.

d. To inform these analyses, consider the information and literature referenced in
Attachment 3, Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity Related To Wetland, Riparian, and
Other Aquatic Resources, including recent data on the role of riparian corridors
as movement corridors in California.

Low Impact Development Strategies and Storm Water Control

The foremost method of reducing impacts to surface waters and groundwater from
development is “Low Impact Development” (LID), the goals of which are maintaining a
landscape functionally equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimal
generation of nonpoint source pollutants. LID results in less surface runoff and
potentially less impacts to receiving waters, the principles of which include:

* Maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter
runoff and maximize groundwater recharge;

* Reducing the impervious cover created by development and the associated
transportation network; and

* Managing runoff as close to the source as possible.

We understand that LID development practices that would maintain aquatic values
could also reduce local infrastructure requirements and maintenance costs, and could
benefit air quality, open space, and habitat. Vegetated areas for stormwater
management and infiltration on-site are valuable in LID, and may enhance the
aesthetics of the property. These principles can be incorporated into the proposed
project design. We request natural drainage patterns be maintained to the extent
feasible. Minimum-disturbance activities (such as preservation of vegetation and grade)
are preferable to more structural (hard scape) control measures because they protect
and preserve the natural drainage system. Natural drainage, including the use of
vegetated buffer zones and rock swales, is the most effective means of filtering
sediment and pollution and regulating the volume of runoff from land surfaces to
adjacent streams, including washes.

LID practices may be more cost effective than revegetation practices or structural
controls, especially long-term. Cost savings can be realized through reduced
maintenance cost for stormwater infrastructure and repairs. Efforts should be made to
avoid drainage channels, or to develop broad crossings if necessary, to minimize any
unavoidable impacts.

Best Management Practices must be used to mitigate project impacts throughout the
County. Best management practices for post-storm events need to be incorporated and
monitored throughout the County to minimize erosion, deposition of sediment, and the
accompanying possible degradation of water quality, increased maintenance, and
property damage.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Future development should be designed to ensure that runoff is not concentrated by the
proposed project, thereby preventing downstream erosion. In addition, the County could
consider the establishment of mitigation areas near drainages, canyons, and river
zones. Terraces and other methods of minimizing hillside disturbance for development
could be incorporated with buffer zones to reduce erosion.

Projects to be developed should also indicate the final configuration of the “blue-line”
streams, if applicable, and other drainages in the project vicinity. Project proponents
should draw maps using an overlay feature to indicate where building pads, etc., will be
placed in relation to drainages existing on the property. Each project will need to
quantify these impacts, and discuss the purpose of the project, need for surface water
disturbance, and alternatives (avoidance, minimize disturbances and mitigation) in their
environmental document. Mitigation must be identified in the environmental document
including timing of construction such that construction be limited to seasons less likely
to have precipitation events.

Wastewater

We also recommend that high density and/or large developments proposing to use
septic tanks/leach fields be required to analyze the use of alternative wastewater
treatment and disposal methods, and to conduct studies to determine the feasibility of
connecting to the nearest sanitary sewer system. We suggest that community plans
include unincorporated areas in order to address extension of sanitary sewer.

Specific Comment

Attached to the Notice of Preparation is a Discussion of Environmental Factors for the
10™ Street West Transmission Main Phase IIl. Itis unclear how this checklist relates to
the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR for the General and Area Plans. Please provide
clarification as to how the checklist for the 10™ Street West Transmission Main Phase
Il is connected to the General and Area Plans, and provide additional details in the
project description referencing the actlvmes discussed in this checklist, as well as a
map showing the location of the 10™ Street West Transmission Main Phase Iil. Please
be aware that projects conducted in phases must be evaluated for environmental
impacts based on the whole of the project, not just an individual phase.

CLOSING

We look forward to working with you in a manner that protects water quality. If you
should have any questions regarding our above or attached comments, please contact
me at (760) 241-7305 (bbergen@waterboards.ca.gov) or Patrice Copeland, Senior
Engineering Geologist, at (760) 241-7404 (pcopeland@waterboards.ca.gov). The
Water Board recommends that future project applicants and/or lead agencies consuit
with Board staff to discuss potential project impacts, including avoidance and mitigation
measures. Early consuitation with the Water Board is recommended, since modification
of proposed projects within the County may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to
hydrology and water quality.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Sincerely,
Brianna Bergen, PG
Engineering Geologist

Attachments:
Attachment 1, Urban Development: Potential Water Quality Impacts and Required
Analyses
Attachment 2, Low Impact Development References
Attachment 3, Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity Related To Wetland, Riparian, and
Other Aquatic Resources

cc. State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2011081042
Thuy Hua, AICP, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning,
(via email, tnhc@planning.lacounty.gov)

BB\rc\U:\CEQAAV Area Plan Updates_NOP.doc
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 22, 2011

TO: RMA — Planning Division
Attention: Laura Hocking

FROM: Behnam Emami, Engineering Manager |l

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 11-022 Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update
Lead Agency: Los Angeles County

Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency -- Transportation Department has
reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update.

The project is a comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County General Plan and the
Antelope Valley Area Plan. The project includes goals, policies, implementing programs
and ordinances. The project covers the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and
accommodates new housing and employment opportunities in anticipation of population
growth in the County and the region. The General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area
Plan Update focus growth in the unincorporated areas with access to services and
infrastructure and reduce the potential for growth in the County's environmentally sensitive
and hazardous areas. The project will replace the adopted General Plan (excluding the
Housing Element, adopted in 2008) and the adopted Antelope Valley Area Plan.

We offer a similar comment as in our Memorandum dated January 3, 2011

When future developments are proposed, the projects may have site specific and/or
cumulative adverse traffic impacts on County of Ventura roadways. The subsequent
environmental documents under the Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope
Valley Area Plan Update should include any site-specific or cumulative impact to the
County of Ventura local roads and the County of Ventura Regional Road Network.

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County of Ventura
Regional Road Network.

Please contact me at 654-2087 if you have questions.

F:\transpor\LanDev\Non_County\11-022.doc
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VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT
PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Tom Wolfington, Permit Manager — (805) 654-2061

MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 12, 2011
TO: Laura Hocking, RMA/Planning Technician
FROM: Tom Wolfington, P.E., Permit Manager 77"

SUBJECT: RMA 11-022 — Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR
Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan
Updates

Pursuant to your request, this office has reviewed the subject Notice of
Preparation.

PROJECT LOCATION

Los Angeles County is geographically one of the largest counties in the country

with approximately 4,083 square miles. The County stretches along 75 miles of
the Pacific Coast of Southern California and is bordered to the east by Orange
County and San Bernardino County, to the north by Kern County, and to the west
by Ventura County. The County also includes two offshore islands, Santa
Catalina Island and San Clemente Island. The unincorporated areas account for
approximately 65 percent of the total land area of the County. The
unincorporated areas in the northern portion of the County are covered by large
amounts of sparsely populated land and include the Angeles National Forest,
part of the Los Padres National Forest, and the Mojave Desert. The
unincorporated areas in the southern portion of the County consist of 58
noncontiguous land areas, which are often referred to as the County’s
unincorporated urban islands. The Antelope Valley Planning Area is located
within Los Angeles County and bounded by Kern County to the north, Ventura
County to the west, the Angeles National Forest (inclusive) to the south, and San
Bernardino County to the east. It excludes the Cities of Lancaster and Palmdale.
This area covers approximately 1,800 square miles and includes over two dozen
communities.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County
General Plan and the Antelope Valley Area Plan. The project includes goals,
policies, implementing programs, and ordinances. The project covers the
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County and accommodates new housing
and employment opportunities in anticipation of population growth in the County
and the region. The General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update
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Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan Updates
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focus growth in the unincorporated area with access to services and
infrastructure and reduce the potential for growth in the County’s environmentally
sensitive and hazardous areas.

WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT PROJECT COMMENTS:

It is noted that the Notice of Preparation includes the following passages:

‘Based on the County’s preliminary analysis of the project, the following
environmental issues will be examined in the Program EIR: (many are checked
including Hydrology/Water Quality)

The Draft EIR will address the short- and long-term effects of the Los Angeles
County General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update on the
environment. Mitigation measures will be proposed for those impacts that are
determined to be significant. A mitigation monitoring program will also be
developed as required by Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines.”

The Ventura County Watershed Protection District (District) supports the
examination of the environmental issues checked, including the addressing of
long-term effects.

The District is particularly interested in the evaluation of all potential effects on
Ventura County.

In previous reviews related to such planning activities as One Valley One Vision,
the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update, and Mission Village — Newhall Ranch,
the District has expressed concerns related to discussion of regional solutions to
eliminate increases in stream runoff at the Ventura / Los Angeles County line; the
effects of fires and erosion; the hydrological and hydraulic impacts of flood
peaks, flood stages, flood velocities, and erosion and sedimentation at all flood
frequencies; the basis for use of bulking factors in connection with development
changes; the use of latest available hydrology data; and the impact of further
development on fluvial mechanics.

END OF TEXT
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September 14, 2011

Los Angeles County

Dept. of Regional Planning

Attn.: Connie Chung and Thuy Hua
320 W. Temple Street, Rm. 1356
Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail: genplan@planning.lacounty.gov and tnc@planning.lacounty.gov

Subject: Comments on the NOP for the County of Los Angeles General Plan Update
and Antelope Valley Area Plan Update

Dear Connie and Thuy:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document.
Attached are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of
the subject document. Additional comments may have been sent directly to you by other
County agencies.

-

Your proposed responses to these comments should be sent directly to the commenter,
with a copy to Laura Hocking, Ventura County Planning Division, L#1740, 800 S.
Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009.

If you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall questions may be directed to Laura Hocking at
(805) 654-2443.

Sincerely,

(/[/: L /k[ Pt

Tricia Maier, Manager
Program Administration Section

Attachment

County RMA Reference Number 11-022

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-2509

Printed on Recycled Paper

Planning Division
Kimberly L. Prilthart

Director

€



DESERT AND MOUNTAIN CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

A 44811 North Date Avenue, Suite G
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October 29, 2010

Ronald J. Kosinski

Deputy District Director

Division of Environmental Planning

Caltrans, District 7

100 South Main Street, Mailstop 16A (Project: HDC)
Los Angeles, CA 90012

High Desert Corridor
Project Scoping

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

The Desert and Mountains Conservation Authority (DMCA) is highly concerned about the
proposed High Desert Corridor Freeway/Expressway Project and its severe direct and indirect
impacts on fragile desert ecology. Caltrans is proposing a brand new freeway through a largely
undeveloped area prone to sprawl in an era when the national consensus has turned markedly
away from such growth-inducing projects. In addition, the proposed project violates all the
tenets of conservation biology by dividing the largest contiguous core habitat block in Los
Angeles County. Freight movement is an important component of economic activity, which
is why Caltrans' misplaced focus on alleviating future passenger vehicle traffic is disappointing.
The DMCA urges a reassessment of the goals of the project and a full cost-benefit accounting
of externalities from freeway construction, including the cost of fully mitigating impacts to
biological resources. Alternatives that accommodate goods movement and passenger rail
without subsidizing passenger vehicle travel are environmentally superior.

Purpose and Need Statement Must be More Focused and Specific

The Purpose and Need statement does not accurately characterize the nature of growth in the
Antelope Valley. Growth and transportation capacity expansions have a dynamic interaction,
but recent research has demonstrated almost unequivocally that capacity expansions induce
growth until the system returns to equilibrium, often at the same or even worse level of
congestion. Contrary to the statement's assertion that "Improvements to this corridor are
considered necessary to provide for the existing and projected traffic demand attributed to
residential growth and increasing developments," construction of a new multilane freeway in
this corridor would induce new traffic-producing residential development that would not occur
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otherwise. This proposed capacity expansion would be the cause of new development, rather
than a prudent response to it. The Purpose and Need statement must be revised to reflect
current understanding of the interaction between housing and transportation. A more specific
focus on goods movement and passenger rail would properly focus the statement on the
intended economic benefit of the project and serve as a better basis for evaluating the proposed
alternatives.

Impacts to Biological Resources and Habitat Connectivity Must be Fully Mitigated

The DMCA does not oppose economic development in the Antelope Valley, but is deeply
committed to protecting its biological function and visual resources. Linear transportation
corridors are particularly damaging to desert ecology because they divide formerly contiguous
habitat blocks and drainage regimes. Over time, populations that can no longer interact with
individuals on the other side of the road become genetically isolated. In other locations,
specific wildlife crossing structures built after the fact partially remedy this imbalance at a cost
of millions of dollars. No road has ever been built that is not a genetic barrier to some extent.
While some mammals can safely cross a two-lane road with light traffic, a four-lane, high-speed
freeway or expressway will all but eliminate genetic exchange without implementing extensive
wildlife-specific design. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must conduct a thorough
review of best practices for wildlife crossing design, with a particular focus on examples in other
desert ecosystems. The results of this review must be incorporated into the design of all
potential alternatives. The proposed project must be the most wildlife-permeable roadway ever
designed.

The corridor alignment also crosses multiple desert washes of great biological importance.
Freeway construction will unavoidably disturb the streambeds, but final design must minimize
impacts to the hydrologic and biological function of these unique landscape features.
Undercrossings must maximize stream channel width and maximize avoidance of impacts
within the 100-year floodplain. Bridge openings must be designed to maximize wildlife
movement. All major washes along the Los Angeles County portion of the alignment must
have clear openings at least 125 feet wide with 12 feet of vertical clearance, with some support
pillars as needed. The EIR must design all alternatives to maximize avoidance of hydrological
impacts.

Project Must be Designed to Minimize Potential for Induced Growth

In addition to the aforementioned direct impacts from roadway construction, the indirect
impacts from a traditional freeway project in this corridor would be immense. Without
appropriate controls, induced residential growth would sprawl along the route and overwhelm
the new capacity with commuters heading to Santa Clarita, the San Fernando Valley, and Los
Angeles, or east to the Inland Empire. Worse, these new trips would collect on already
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overburdened freeways such as the 14, 5, and 15, prompting calls for future widening. Any
induced residential growth in the corridor would eliminate the freight movement benefits of
the project. The air quality and greenhouse gas impacts must be evaluated using long-term
models accounting for induced demand. The EIR must also demonstrate consistency with
greenhouse gas reduction goals from AB 32 and SB 375. Short-term congestion relief is not
an air quality benefit if it leads to greater vehicle-miles travelled in the long term.

Of greatest concern is the habitat lost due to residential expansion into natural areas. Freeway
capacity expansion encourages low-density residential development in previously inaccessible
areas by lowering the economic threshold of development. The physical footprint of
freeway-associated development will displace local flora and fauna and increase habitat
fragmentation to the extent that development parallels the transportation corridor. If housing
is developed continuously along the freeway, then even the most advanced wildlife crossing
structure will not overcome this impermeable barrier. To prevent these effects, the project
must include acquisition of large habitat blocks on both sides of crossing structures to protect
the passages from development and edge effects that deter successful crossing,.

Habitat and Connectivity Loss Must be Mitigated through Acquisition

The EIR will be deficient if it does not include an inventory and economic analysis of private
parcels along the route with the potential to be developed and propose and fund a habitat
acquisition plan to mitigate the impacts from induced growth. This analysis must include all
parcels within two miles of the project corridor and five miles upstream and downstream along
intersecting riparian corridors. To protect habitat linkages, ecosystem connectivity, and
resource values, a continuous buffer area %-mile wide on both sides of the freeway must be
acquired and transferred in fee ownership to a public land management agency such as the
DMCA or Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA). We encourage
Caltrans to work with DMCA and MRCA staff to develop an acceptable land acquisition
mitigation measure.

A Full Range of Freeway Alternatives and Management Scenarios Must be Considered

Given these impacts, the DMCA must question the prudence of this project's scope. With a
revised Purpose and Need statement, Caltrans can focus on lower-hanging fruit to improve
goods movement without the massive environmental impact of a new freeway. TDM strategies
or local intersection improvements can relieve bottlenecks using existing infrastructure at a
fraction of the cost and minimal environmental impact. Safety improvements along existing
routes will also reduce delays resulting from periodic traffic incidents. Any natural event that
warrants closing SR 14 or 138 will also affect the new freeway, limiting its usefulness as an
emergency route. Improving passenger vehicle mobility and emergency access must be
removed from the Purpose and Need statement as they are either not beneficial or dubious
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assertions. The EIR must identify the marginal benefit in travel time and safety resulting from
each proposed project feature as well as each feature's marginal cost. Externalities must be
monetized to the extent possible and included as a project cost.

If the environmental analysis determines that a new transportation corridor is cost-effective,
then the project must be defined in a way that maximizes its utility for goods movement while
minimizing growth-inducing effects. To that end, the project should be tolled to reduce its
attractiveness as a commute option while increasing its effectiveness at transporting high-value
freight. There should be no local access outside of existing urban areas (only Palmdale and
Victorville) and no rights for developers to build future interchanges along the route. As
previously mentioned, a continuous corridor on both sides of the facility should be acquired
and transferred to a public land management agency. The EIR must evaluate alternative
management scenarios, including tolling, and their effect on induced growth.

Infrastructure Must be Designed for Long-Term Sustainability

The DMCA supports the project's inclusion of a rail right-of-way at this time to accommodate
future infrastructure development. With multiple high-speed passenger rail projects proposed
in the vicinity, it is fiscally and environmentally prudent to plan for their eventual connection
now and incorporate any mitigation measures into this single project. In this way, wildlife
crossings, bridge structures, and other physical improvements can be integrated to be more
cost-effective and less temporally disruptive.

The DMCA does not support bisecting the fragile desert ecosystem and is extremely concerned
with the growth this project will induce. Housing and transportation are inextricably related
and must be analyzed accordingly. We hope to collaborate closely with your agency to
minimize the environmental impacts mentioned above in the design phase. If you have any
questions, I can be reached at (310) 589-3230 ext. 128.

Sincerely,

Chief of Natural Resources and Planning
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September 29, 2011

Ms. Thuy Hua, AICP

Senior Regional Planner

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1354
Los Angles, California, 90012

Antelope Valley Area Plan Update
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Hua:

The Desert and Mountain Conservation Authority (DMCA), a joint powers authority of the
Antelope Valley Resource Conservation District and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy,
works to protect open space and parkland in the Antelope Valley Planning Area. The DMCA
commends the County for its visionary approach to resource management and land use
planning that runs throughout the draft plan. The proposed planning framework, which targets
growth into existing areas with supporting infrastructure, is the only sustainable way for the
Antelope Valley to grow. In the context of this general support, the DMCA makes the following
specific comments and suggestions.

Land Use Goals for High Desert Corridor Should be Included in Plan Update

As stated in the plan, the High Desert Corridor (HDC) promises to transform portions of the
planning area. While an exact route has yet to be determined, planning for the HDC is far
enough along to develop specific land use and other strategies to mitigate its impacts. The
DMCA wrote a detailed letter as part of the HDC project scoping in October of last year
(attached) describing the project’s potential impacts. Setting aside the merits of the project,
the DMCA believes that the County should not wait to craft the principles under which the
freeway will be planned and should instead proactively address land use impacts in the current
plan update.

In the 2010 letter, the DMCA outlined a two-fold approach to planning for the HDC. First, the
physical design of the project should minimize impacts to biological resources including clear-
span bridges and other strategies to maximize the permeability of the corridor to wildlife
movement. While project design is outside the scope of the plan update, general design
principles are appropriate to include as plan policies.
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Second, improvements to the transportation system should be evaluated in a dynamic planning
relationship with land use policy. In much of Los Angeles County, freeways are constructed
or widened without consideration of the land use changes that result. Capacity expansions
frequently induce changes in housing and employment patterns that negate congestion-
reduction benefits in just a few years after project completion. Without travel demand
strategies, such as accurate pricing, and strong land use controls, regional transportation
improvements fall victim to commute-related congestion.

Therefore, the DMCA requests the following additional policy:

Policy M 6.9: In planning for all regional transportation systems, consider and
mitigate potential impacts to wildlife movement and other biological resources
in project selection and design, and coordinate transportation improvements
with land use strategies to minimize habitat loss and maximize connectivity.

The construction of the HDC must not prompt a departure from the vision of the plan update.
The DMCA is concerned that, without strong land use controls, access to greater remote areas
will induce future growth patterns typical of the pre-housing bust Antelope Valley. While the
zoning of the draft plan is appropriate, the plan ominously proposes to reevaluate the land use
map in conjunction with the HDC. The Land Use Element states:

A comprehensive study of the Area Plan should be undertaken when a preferred
alignment for the HDC is identified and funded for construction. The study
should carefully consider potential changes to the Area Plan, including the Land
Use Policy Map, balancing the need for economic development and local
employment with environmental priorities. If the study recommends changes to the
Area Plan, a Plan Amendment may be initiated to adopt those changes, pursuant
to the County’s environmental review and public hearing procedures. (Emphasis
added)

While the need for plans to reflect changes on the ground cannot be disputed, the overly broad
scope of this proposed revision paves the way for future ill-advised upzoning. The 2010 DMCA
letter proposed a series of land use and acquisition mitigation measures that support the draft
plan’s vision of a mosaic of rural communities amidst an extraordinary environmental setting.
The DMCA requests that the above paragraph be revised to restate the plan update’s vision and
narrow the scope of future expected changes to increasing economic opportunity within existing
communities. The DMCA further requests that the vision for a limited-access, freight-priority
corridor surrounded by open space be incorporated into the County plan. The HDC should only
provide access to existing communities and decidedly avoid growth-inducing access to rural
preserve areas.
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To ensure compatibility of the HDC with the plan’s vision statement, the DMCA requests the
following policy additions and revisions:

Policy M 5.1: Support the development of the High Desert Corridor to provide
a route for truck traffic between Interstate 5, State Route 14, and Interstate 15.
Employ travel demand strategies, such as tolls and congestion pricing, to ensure
the priority of freight movement on the High Desert Corridor.

Policy M 6.10: Discourage new transportation improvements in rural preserve
areas. Prohibit new freeway interchanges in rural preserve areas, except to
provide direct access to existing rural town areas.

Mobility Element Should Address Biological Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure

The DMCA strongly supports several mobility policies in the draft plan. In particular, for both
rural highways and local streets, the plan minimizes road pavement widths, which decreases
impacts both in terms of physical footprint and wildlife movement. Additionally, the plan
discourages street lighting, which will also benefit light-sensitive ecosystems in rural areas.
However, vehicle-induced mortality continues to be a leading cause of wildlife mortality in Los
Angeles County, affecting common and special status species alike. Without adequate crossing
facilities, roads divide habitat blocks and become population sinks. Reducing vehicle-wildlife
collisions with road design is both a public safety issue and essential to preserving the Antelope
Valley’s extraordinary environmental setting.

To address these issues, the DMCA requests the following additional policy:

Policy M 3.6: In rural areas, require wildlife crossing structures to be included
in rural highway projects. Encourage the use of clear-span bridges whenever
feasible and enlarged culverts elsewhere. Fencing should be designed to funnel
wildlife to safe crossing points.

Trail Dedications Require Funding for Implementation

The draft plan includes a series of policies that strongly promote trail development throughout
the Antelope Valley Plan Area. The DMCA strongly supports these policies and looks forward
to working with the County to implement the Trails Plan. In the DMCA’s experience, required
trail dedications from developers are difficult to implement without an attached funding source.
Unless dedicated trails are also funded and/or constructed, they often sit idle for years until a
recelving entity can open them to the public. This constitutes a temporal loss of recreational
resources and should be remedied during the development review process by requiring that
trail dedications be fully-funded by the developer. Only provision of a fully-functioning trail
system mitigates for impacts to recreational resources.
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To address this deficiency, the DMCA requests the following revision to Policy M 10.2:

Policy M 10.2: Connect new developments to existing population centers with
trails, requiring trail dedication through the development review and permitting
process. Require that trail easements be dedicated to an open space agency or
other entity acceptable to the County. Require that, when appropriate, trails be
constructed or fully-funded as a development permit condition.

Conservation and Open Space Element Will Protect Sensitive Resources

The Conservation and Open Space Element provides the necessary framework to conserve the
Antelope Valley’s unique and sensitive natural resources. The DMCA strongly supports both
the general thrust and many specific policies contained within this element. Many of the
strategies proposed for the County are exactly those used by the DMCA in practice. The County
would benefit from adoption of these goals and policies County-wide.

The following addition would further strengthen the Conservation and Open Space Element:

Policy cOS 7.6: Encourage agricultural activity in previously disturbed areas to
reduce habitat loss.

The Open Space goals outlined in the draft plan are appropriate and beneficial. The DMCA
looks forward to partnering with the County in their implementation. Minor policy changes
would increase specificity and effectiveness under Goal cos 19. First, in the DMCA’s
experience, third-party conservation easements are a much more effective mechanism than
deed restrictions for protecting open space. The DMCA is able to successfully enforce open
space restrictions through this mechanism. Second, the County identifies multiple potential
strategies that provide economic incentive for rural land conservation. The DMCA is strongly
supportive of innovative conservation strategies, such as Transfers of Development Rights
(TDR). The plan should include specificity equal to or greater than the County’s Draft General
Plan regarding these programs, including implementation timelines. Additionally, the
Antelope Valley Plan should state the County’s intention to partner with the Cities of Palmdale
and Lancaster to create an inter-jurisdictional TDR program encompassing the entire Antelope
Valley.

The following policy revisions would address these points:

Policy cos 19.3: Allow large contiguous open space areas to be distributed
across individual lots so that new development preserves open space while
maintaining large lot sizes that are consistent with a rural environment, provided
that such open space areas are permanently protected through conservation
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easements in favor of an open space agency or other entity acceptable to the
County.

Policy coS 19.4: Pursue innovative strategies for open space acquisition and
preservation through the land development process, such as Transfers of
Development Rights, Land Banking, In-Lieu Fee Acquisition, and Mitigation
Banking, provided that such strategies preserve rural character. Pursue
partnerships with the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster to establish inter-
jurisdictional land conservation programs.

DMCA Revisions Would Strengthen Plan Update

The above changes are minor in nature and complementary with plan’s vision statement. The
DMCA hopes they can be included as soon as possible to facilitate environmental review of the
revised policies. The DMCA looks forward to review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
upon its availability.

The draft Antelope Valley Area Plan is truly a landmark event in the sustainable future of the
Antelope Valley. It changes course from decades of poorly managed growth and charts a path
forward ameliorating the environmental effects of past decisions. The County deserves credit
for advancing a community-based, environmentally sound vision for the Antelope Valley’s
development.

If you have any questions, please contact Paul Edelman, Chief of Natural Resources and
Planning, at (310) 589-3230, ext. 128.

Sincerely,

QLDJD%“

JIM DODSON
Chair

Attachment
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Mr. Richard Bruckner, Director

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Agricultural Clearing particularly within the Antelope Valley;
Notice of Preparation for a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report for Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area
Plan SCH # 2011081042

Dear Mr. Bruckner:

‘The Department of Fish and Game (Department) recently submitted our NOP comments,
dated September 14, 2011, for the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for
Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area Plan SCH # 2011081042
(Plans). We wanted to take this opportunity as Los Angeles County (County) is revising
their Plans, to specifically address issues related to agricultural clearing, particularly in the
Antelope Valley. We recommend that the County address these issties in the upcoming
revisions to the Plans.

The Department is very concerned regarding the historic and continued loss and
degradation of biological and botanical resources held in public trust by the Department
within the west Mojave Desert of the unincorporated areas of the County. The
Department is particularly concerned regarding ongoing direct and cumulative adverse
environmental impacts to the biological diversity in the Antelope Valley resulting from
agricultural clearing activities. Agricultural clearing, unless conducted within a Significant
Ecological Area (SEA), is normally not subject to County review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because such activity is exempted from discretionary
action by the County (not considered a project under CEQA). CEQA was adopted in 1970
as a statute requiring state, county, and city governments to assess the potential for
negative environmental impacts associated with proposed private developments and to
assess avoidance and mitigation measures.

The lack of discretionary regulatory oversight by the County has resulted in ongoing
significant, direct, and cumulative losses of important representative elements of the
natural heritage and biological diversity of the County, including species listed as
threatened and/or endangered under the California Endangered Act (CESA) and Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA). In the Antelope Valley, state and federal listed species
include but are not limited to Mohave ground squirrel, Mojave desert tortoise, and
Swainson's hawk. Agricultural clearing also adversely impacts other special status
species including but not limited to western burrowing owl, American badger, tricolored
blackbird, coast horned lizard and special status botanical resources such as Joshua tree
woodland, saltbush scrub, and several plant species upon which adverse impacts would
be considered significant under a comprehensive CEQA review process. Several of the

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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species referenced above are found nowhere else in the County. Western burrowing owl
is a species which has disappeared as a breeding populatlon from the entire County
except for the Antelope Valley.

The lack of discretionary oversight of agricultural clearing has also placed an inequitable
burden for environmental compliance and mitigation costs upon private and public entities
who are not afforded exemptions from the CEQA process and for whose direct project
disturbance footprints are often much smaller than the several hundred-acre agricultural
clearing operations that are typical in the Antelope Valiey. The continued loss of habitat in
the Antelope Valley for sensitive species not presently listed under CESA or FESA may
accelerate the necessity of future listings for these species and greater regulatory
oversight.

Agricultural clearing may not be exempt from state and/or federal incidental take
authorization under CESA and FESA, from Section 1600 ef seq. of the California Fish and
Game Code relating to the alteration of Department jurisdictional drainages or lakes, nor
from state and federal laws protecting native birds species. Unlike activities that are
subject to CEQA, County-exempted agricultural clearing activities are not brought to the
attention of natural resource agencies or the public because there are no requirements
that these entities be publicly noticed of such activity. The lack of CEQA oversight at the
County level for agricultural clearing also frequently results in no biological assessment
being required to determine impacts to special status species and jurisdictional waters of
the state in order to plan for appropriate avoidance, mitigation measures and regulatory
compliance. This blanket exemption of oversight makes it very difficult for the Department
_to protect public trust resources, contributes to violations of law, and furthers unmitigated
loss of biological diversity.

The Department understands that large-scale unregulated and unauthorized agricultural
clearing of native vegetation has resulted in unacceptable impacts to biodiversity within
the Antelope Valley. Particularly troubling is that some of these activities include hundreds
of acres within County SEAs which were apparently not known by the County until after
adverse impacts to biological and botanical resources had already occurred. Froman
environmental perspective, any further unregulated, unauthorized and unmitigated
clearing of public trust resources for agricultural purposes within this area cannot be
supported on a biologically sustainable level and is. a matter of very serious concern to the
Department. To illustrate the Department’s concern, examples of agricultural-related
clearing of blologtcaHy diverse habitats in the west Mojave of the County include, but are
not limited to:

1. A grading violation occurred on an agricultural-leased portion of the Red Dawn Sun
Tower LLC property, partiaily within the Joshua Tree Significant Ecological Area # 60.
A private citizen alerted the County on March 9, 2009 regarding their concern over the
grading. The 540-acre property is located along Avenue B and W. 200" Street.
Grading occurred on approximately 325 acres of the property. Of the 325 acres, 95.44
acres were Joshua Trees (63.86 acres of Joshua Trees occurred in the SEA #60).
Under current County code, it is the Department’s understanding that the remainder of
the clearing within habitat outside the SEA will not be considered for any remediation
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discussion under the Conditional Use Permit for the solar energy project proposed for
this site.

2. The Department observed agricultural activity located on 693.36 acres within SEA #55
(Desert Montane Transect) in the eastern edge of the County within the previously
proposed Gray Butte Solar Array project which was under review by the Los Angeles
County Department of Regional Planning. According to aerial imagery on Google
Earth, the parcel supported native desert vegetation and Department jurisdictional
drainages prior to the complete clearing of the parcel between August 2005 and
October 2005. This clearing appears to have occurred without any County regulatory
oversight or knowledge. The Department is very concerned that the conversion of the
habitat within SEA #55 resulted in a significant impact to biological resources because
the parcel to the immediate west is occupied by desert tortoise, and Mohave ground
squirrel is known to occur in the vicinity. The Department brought its concern to
County zone enforcement and was advised that nothing could probably be done to
address any unauthorized clearing within the SEA because the statute of limitations
had probably expired for County enforcement of any grading code violation applicable
to destruction of the SEA.

In order to proactively address the Department’s concerns relative to the current lack of
County regulatory oversight of biologically damaging agricultural clearing, and to assist in
compliance with state and federal law and existing county codes applicable to the
protection of County SEAs, the Department would like to make the following
recommendations:

1. The County should codify discretionary approval measures to protect biological
diversity in the Antelope Valley that is being lost to unregulated agricultural activities
within areas outside of SEAs. Specifically agricultural clearing should be considered
by the County as a project subject to CEQA review with appropriate consideration
given to impacts assessment, avoidance and mitigation measures to reduce impacts
below a level of significance under CEQA.

2. The County should devote a greater effort to monitor unauthorized clearing within
SEAs and address these activities in a timely manner so that appropriate enforcement
and corrective measures may be employed to reduce further damage and mitigate for
the loss of biological resources. At a minimum, SEAs should regularly be evaluated
for integrity within a timeframe so as not to exceed any statute of limitation for
enforcement purposes.

3. All SEAs should be specified as such in property deeds that run with the property, with
language explaining that altering of said property may be subject to discretionary
action by the County. : :

4. Compliance with state and federal regulatory resource agency laws should be verified
by the County prior to awarding discretionary approval for agricultural clearing.

The Department appreciates the County’s attention to the Department’s concerns and
recommendations, and is hopeful that the County will initiate a dialogue with the
Department to facilitate timely action on this issue.
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Please contact Mr. Scott Harris, Environmental Scientist at (626) 797-3170 if you have any
questions or for further coordination on this matter.

Sincerely,

Regional Manager
South Coast Region

cc. Department of Fish and Game
Ms. Leslie MacNair, Laguna Hills
Ms. Terri Dickerson, Laguna Niguel
Ms. Kelly Schmoker, Pasadena
Ms. Sarah Rains, Newbury Park

- Mr. Michael Antonovich,
Los Angeles County Supervisor - 5" District.
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Mr. Mitch Glaser

Ms. Thuy Hoa

Ms. Connie Chung

Mr. Mike Plaziak,

Supervising Engineering Geologist, PG

South Lahontan Watersheds Division

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
Victorville Branch Office

14440 Civic Dr., Suite.200

Victorville, CA 92392

Mr. Mickey Long

California Native Plant Society - San Gabriel Mountains Chapter
1750 North Altadena Drive

Pasadena, California 91107-1046

Ms. Judy Hohman

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003
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September 14, 2011

Ms. Connie Chung

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 9012

Fax #: (213) 217-5108

Subject: Notice of Preparation for a Draft Programmatic Environment impact
Report for Los Angeles County General Plan and Antelope Valley Area
Plan, SCH # 2011081042, Los Angeles County

Dear Ms. Chung:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of a Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the
comprehensive update of the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Antelope Valley
Area Plan, The Los Angeles County General Plan serves as the framework for existing
community-based plans, including Area Plans, Community Plans, Neighborhood Plans,
and Local Coastal Land Use Plans. The General Plan Update and Antelope Valley Area
Plan Update focus growth in the unhincorporated areas with access to services and
infrastructure and reduce the potential for growth in the County’s environmentslly sensitive
and hazardous areas. The project includes goals, palicies, implementing programs and
ordinances. The project covers the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and
accommodates new housing and employment opportunities in anticipation of population
growth in the County and the region. :

The project will replace the adopted General Plan (excluding the Housing Element,

. adopted in 2008) and the Antelope Valley Area Plan which was adopted in 1986. As a
component of the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Antelope Valley Area Plan
refines the countywide goals and policies in the General Plan by addressing specific
issues relevant to the Antelope Valley, such as community maintenance and appearance,
preservation of rural character, open space, and agricultural lands, and provides more
specific guidance on elements already found in the General Plan. All issues not covered in
the Area Plan are addressed by the Generai Plan.

The Department is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, holding
these resources in trust for the People of the State pursuant to various provisions of the
California Fish and Game Code. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a), 1802.) The
Department submits these comments in that capacity under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). (See generally Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21070; 21080.4.) Given its
related permitting authority under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Fish
and Game Code section 1600 et seq., the Department algo submits these comments likely

" @s a Responsible Agency for the project under CEQA. (1d., § 21069.)

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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In addition, the Department also administers the Natural Community Conservation
Planning Act (NCCP) Act (Fish and Game Code section 2800 ef seq.). The Desert
Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP), a NCCP/Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP), is under development. The Planning Area for the DRECP encompasses the entire
west Mojave, including the Gounty of Los Angeles. Although the County is not a permittee
to the NCCP at this time, CEQA requires (Appendix G, CEQA Guidelines) the Lead
Agency to analyze the proposed project's impacts to an NCCP or other regional planning
document.

The California Wildlife Action Plan, a recent Department guidance document, identified the
following stressors affecting wildlife and habitats within the project area: 1) growth and
development; 2) water management conflicts and degradation of aguatic scosystems; 3)
invasive species; 4) altered fire regimes; and 5) recreational pressures. The Department
has worked and continues to work with the Gounty in coordinating conservation strategies
for biolagical resources and looks forward to working with the Lead Agency to minimize
impacts to fish and wildlife resources with a focus on these stressors. Please let
Deparitment staff know if you would like a copy of the California Wildlife Action Plan to
review.

The Department supports the County’s development of a General Plan and Antelope
Valley Area Plan to address solar and wind development in the Antelope Valley in a
regional manner. On a regional level, and as part of the State's commitment to SB 32, the
Department is working with stakeholders (including local governments, environmental
groups, renewable energy developers) and other State and federal agencies to complete
the DRECP. The purpose of the DRECP is to facilitate permit streamlining of renewable
energy projects while providing a large-scale conservation strategy for the biological
resources of the Planning Area, which includes the Mojave and Sconoran deserts of
California. The portion of the Antelope Valley within the County is within the boundary of
the Planning Area. The Department encourages the County to utilize current resources on
the DRECP website (see website at www.drecp.org) drafted by the Renewable Energy
Action Team (REAT). The REAT's founding members include the California Energy
Commission, the Bureau of Land Management, the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the
Department. The REAT developed the Best Management Practices and Guidance
Manual (“BMP Guidance Manua!”, located on the website) to provide guidance to project
proponents, which includes detailed measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to
sensitive species know to occur within the Planning Area, The Department recommends
the County utilize the BMP Guidance Manual in its efforts to address impacts to biological
resources from wind and solar projects.

The Department appreciates the County's efforts in collaborating on measures to minimize
impacts to biological resources. To enable Depariment staff to adequately review and
comment on the proposed project we recommend the following information, where
applicable, be included in the DPEIR:

1. A complete, recent assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
area, with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and lacally
unique species and sensitive habitats.

a) A thorough recent assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities,
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b)

c)

d)

following the Department's Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants and
Rare Natural Communities (See Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities at:
http://www,dfg.ca.gov/habcon/plant/).

A complate, recent assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian
species. Seasonal variations in use within the project area should also be
addressed. Recent, focused. species-specific surveys, conducted at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or
otherwise identifiable, are required. Acceptable species-specific survey
procedures should be developed in consultation with the Department and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, :

Endangered, rare, and threatened species to address should include all those
species which meet the related definition under the CEQA Guidelines. (See Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15380.)

The Department's Biogeographic Data Branch in Sacramento should be contacted
at (916) 322-2493 (www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata) to obtain current information on
any previously reported sensitive species and habitats, including Significant
Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Cade. Also, any
Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) or Environmentally Sensitive Habitats (ESHs)
or any areas that are considered sensitive by the local jurisdiction that are located
in or adjacent fo the project area must be addressed.

2. Athorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to
adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts,
This discussion should facus on maximizing avoidance, and minimizing impacts.

a)

b)

d)

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting
is critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis
should be placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region.

Project impacts should also be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site habitats.
and populations. Specifically, this should include nearby public lands, open space,
adjacent natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance
of wildlife corridar/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in
adjacent areas are of concern to the Department and should be fully evaluated and
provided. The analysis should also include a discussion of the potential for
impacts resulting from such effects as increased vehicle traffic, outdoor artificial
lighting, noise and vibration and pest management.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15130. General and specific plans, as well as past, present,
and anticipated future projects; should be analyzed relative to their impacts on
similar plant communities and wildlife habitats.

Impacts to migratory wildlife affected by the project should be fully evaluated
including proposals to remove/disturb native and ornamental landscaping and
other nesting habitat for native birds. Impact evaluation may also include such
elements as migratory butterfly roost sites and neo-tropical bird and waterfowl
stop-over and staging sites. All migratory nongame native bird species are
protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the

83
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California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and their active nests,
including raptors and other migratory nongame birds as listed under the MBTA.

e) Impacts to all habitats from City or County required Fuel Madification Zones (FMZ).
Areas slated as mitigation for loss of habitat shall not oceur within the FMZ.

T} Proposed project activities (inciuding but not limited to, staging and disturbances to
native and non-native vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur outside
of the avian breeding season which generally runs from March 1-August 31 (as
early as January 1 for some raptors) to avoid take of bitds or their eggs. If project
activities cannot avoid the avian breeding season, nest surveys should be
conducted and active nests should be avoided and provided with a minimum buffer
as determined by a biological monitor (the Department generally recommends a
minimum 300 foot nest avoidance buffer (or 500 feet for all active raptor nests).

3. Arange of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources including
wetlands/riparian habitats, alluvial scrub and coastal sage sorub, should be included.
Specific altemative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource
sensitivity where appropriate.

a) Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats
should emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize project impacts. Compensation for unavoidable impacts
through acquisition and protection of high quality habitat elsewhere should be
addressed with off-site mitigation locations clearly identified. For example, early

“consultation with the Department is recommended in order to plan for avoidance
and/or mitigation measures for western spadefoot because this species is difficult
to detect during seasonal drought conditions. Surveys and measures to avoid,
salvage, preserve and/or create artificial seasonal ponds should be implemented
during seasons with ample rainfall that promotes detection of this species.

b) The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats
having both regional and local significance. Thus, these communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-related impacts (Attachment).

¢) The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangerad

‘species. Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in
nature and largely unsuccessful.

4. An Incidental Take Permit from the Department may be required if the project, project
construction, or any project-related activity during the life of the project that will resut
in “take” as defined by the Fish and Game Code of any species protected by CESA,
(Fish & G. Code, §§86, 2080, 2081, subd. (b}, (c).) Early consultation with Department
regarding potential permitting obligations under CESA with respect to the project is
encouraged. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd. (b).) It is imperative with these
potential permitting obligations that the draft environmental impact report prepared by
the Lead Agency in the present case includes a thorough and robust analysis of the
potentially significant impacts to endangered, rare, and threatened species, and their
habitat, that may occur as a result of the proposed project. For any such potentially
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significant impacts the Lead Agency should also analyze and describe specific,
potentially feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen any such
impacts as required by CEQA and, if an (TP is necessary, as required by the relevant
permitting criteria prescribed by Fish and Game Code section 2081, subdivisions (b)
and (c). The failure to include this analysis in the project environmental impact report
could preciude the Department from relying on the L.ead Agency’s analysis to issue an
ITP without the Department first conducting its own, separate lead agency subsequent
or supplemental analysis for the project. (See, e.g., Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15098,
subd. (f); Pub. Resources Code, § 21 166.) For these reasons, the following
information is requested:;

a) Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient
detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit,

b) A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for
plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act,

5. The Department opposes the elimination of watercouirses (including concrete
channels, blue-line streams and other watercourses not designated as blue-line
streams on USGS maps) and/or the canalization of natural and manmade drainages or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent,
ephemeral, or perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial setbacks
which preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values and maintain their value to on-
site and off-site wildiife populations. The Department recommends a minimum natural
buffer of 100 feet from the outside edge of the riparian zone on each side of drainage.

a) The Department also has regulatory authority with regard to activities oceurring in
streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource. For
any activity that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel,
or bank (which may include associated riparian resources) or a river or stream or
use material from a streambed, the project applicant (or “entity”) must provide
written notification to the Department pursuant to 'Secticn 1802 of the Fish and
Game Code. Based on this notification and other information, the Department then
determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is
required. The Department’s issuance of an LSA is a project subject to CEQA. To
facilitate issuance of an Agreement, if necessary, the environmental impact report
should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources
and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting
commitments for issuance of the Agreement. Early consultation is recommended,
since modification of the proposed project may be required to avoid or reduce
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Again, the failure to include this analysis in
the project environmental impact report could preclude the Department from
relying on the Lead Agency’s analysis to issue an Agreement without the
Department first conducting its own, separate lead agency subsequent or
supplemental analysis for the project.

Finally, the Department has additional comments regarding eur concems over loss of
habitat from agricultural practices. We will submit a separate letter addressing those
issues,
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Thank you for this Opportunity to provide comments. Please
Environmental Scientist at (626) 797-3

coordination on the proposed project.

Sincerely,

DEPT OF FISH & GAME

Edmund Pert

Regional Manager

~ South Coast Region

Attachment

cc:  Department of Fish and Game

Ms. Leslie MacNair, Laguna Hills
Ms. Terri Dickerson, Laguna Niguel

Ms. Kelly Schmoker, Pasadena

Ms. Erinn Wilson, Huntington Beach

Mr. Scott Harris, Pasadena

State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning

Ms. Thuy Hua
320 West Temple Street
LLos Angeles, CA 9012

contact Mr. Scott Harris,
170 if you should have any questions and for further

PAGE BB
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Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California

Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Divergity
Data Base and based on either number of known occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habijtat
remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top priority rare natural communitics are as
follows:

S1.#  Fewer than 6 known locations and/or on fewer than 2,000 actes of habitat remaining.

S2%#  Occurs in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.

S3.#  Occurs in 21-100-known locations and/or 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat remaining,

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to that
natural community regardless of the ranking. For example:

S1.1 = very threatened
$2.2 = threatened
S3.3 = no cutrent threats known

Sensitivity Rankings (February 1992)

Rank Community Name

S1.1 Mojave Riparian Forest
Sonoran Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Mesquite Bosque
Elephant Tree Woodland
Crucifixion Thorn Woodland
Allthorn Woodland
Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walnut Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest
Desert Mountain White Fir Forest
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral
Vailey Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
Mojave Desett Grassland
Pebble Plains
Southern Sedge Bog
Cigmontane Alkali Marsh

CDFG Attachment for NOP Comment Letters Page 1 of 2

a7
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Southern Foredunes
Mono Pumice Flat
Southern Interior Basalt Flow Vernal Pool

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub

Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe

Desert Sink Scrub

Mafic Southern Mixed Chapatrral

San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal Pool
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal Pool
Alkali Meadow

Southern Coastai Salt Marsh

Coastal Brackish Marsh

Transmontane Alkali Marsh

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Willow Scrub

Modoc-Great Basin Cottonwood Willow Riparian
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Serub

Engelmann Oak Woodland

Open Engelmann Oak Woodland
Closed Engelmann Ozk Woodland
Island Oak Woodland

California Walnut Woodland

Island Tronwood Forest

Island Cherry Forest

Southern Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

Active Coastal Dunes

Active Desert Dunes

Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Dunes
Stabilized and Partially Stabilized Desert Sandfield
Mojave Mixed Steppe

‘Transmontane Freshwater Marsh

Coulter Pine Forest

Southern California Fellficld

White Mountains Fellfield

Bristlecone Pine Forest
Limber Pine Forest

CDFG Attachment 2 for NOP Comment Leiters
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK

5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE (310) 589-3200

FAX (310) 589-3207

August 29, 2011

Mr. Mitch Glaser, AICP

Supervising Regional Planner

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Preliminary Draft Antelope Valley Area Plan
Dear Mr. Glaser:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) is the principal State planning
agency in the Rim of the Valley Zone, which includes a large portion of the Antelope
Valley Planning Area. The Conservancy commends the County for the visionary approach
to resource management and land use planning that runs throughout the draft plan. The
planning framework that targets growth into existing areas with supporting infrastructure
is the only sustainable way for the Antelope Valley to grow. In the context of this general
support, the Conservancy makes the following specific comments and suggestions.

Land Use Goals for High Desert Corridor Should be Included in Plan Update

As stated in the plan, the High Desert Corridor (HDC) promises to transform portions of
the planning area. While an exact route has yet to be determined, planning for the HDC is
far enough along to develop specific land use and other strategies to mitigate its impacts.

The Desert and Mountain Conservation Authority (DMCA), a joint-powers partner of the
Conservancy, wrote a detailed letter as part of the HDC project scoping in October of last
year (attached). The Conservancy shares DMCA’s assessment of the project’s potential
impacts. Setting aside the merits of the project, the Conservancy believes that the County
should not wait to craft the principles under which the freeway will be planned and should
instead proactively address land use impacts in the current plan update.

The DMCA outlines a two-fold approach to planning for the HDC. First, the physical design
of the project should minimize impacts to biological resources including clear-span bridges
and other strategies to maximize the permeability of the corridor to wildlife movement.
While project design is outside the scope of the plan update, general design principles are
appropriate to include as plan policies.
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Second, improvements to the transportation system should be evaluated in a dynamic
planning relationship with land use policy. In much of Los Angeles County, freeways are
constructed or widened without consideration of the land use changes that result. Capacity
expansions frequently induce changes in housing and employment patterns that negate
congestion-reduction benefits in just a few years after project completion. Without travel
demand strategies, such as accurate pricing, and strong land use controls, regional
transportation improvements fall victim to commute-related congestion.

Therefore, the Conservancy requests the following additional policy:

Policy M 6.9: In planning for all regional transportation systems, consider and
mitigate potential impacts to wildlife movement and other biological
resources in project selection and design, and coordinate transportation
improvements with land use strategies to minimize habitat loss and maximize
connectivity.

The construction of the HDC must not prompt a departure from the vision of the plan
update. The Conservancy is concerned that, without strong land use controls, access to
greater remote areas will induce future growth patterns typical of the pre-housing bust
Antelope Valley. While the zoning of the preliminary draft plan is appropriate, the plan
ominously proposes to reevaluate the land use map in conjunction with the HDC. The Land
Use Element states:

A comprehensive study of the Area Plan should be undertaken when a
preferred alignment for the HDC is identified and funded for construction.
The study should carefully consider potential changes to the Area Plan,
including the Land Use Policy Map, balancing the need for economic
development and local employment with environmental priorities. If the study
recommends changes to the Area Plan, a Plan Amendment may be initiated
to adopt those changes, pursuant to the County’s environmental review and
public hearing procedures. (Emphasis added)

While the need for plans to reflect changes on the ground cannot be disputed, the overly
broad scope of this proposed revision paves the way for future ill-advised upzoning. The
DMCA letter proposes a series of land use and acquisition mitigation measures that support
the preliminary draft plan’s vision of a mosaic of rural communities amidst an extraordinary
environmental setting. The Conservancy requests that the above paragraph be revised to
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restate the plan update’s vision and narrow the scope of future expected changes to
increasing economic opportunity within existing communities. The Conservancy further
requests that the DMCA’s vision for a limited-access, freight-priority corridor surrounded
by open space be incorporated into the County plan. The HDC should only provide access
to existing communities and decidedly avoid growth-inducing access to rural preserve areas.

To ensure compatibility of the HDC with the plan’s vision statement, the Conservancy
requests the following policy additions and revisions:

Policy M 5.1: Support the development of the High Desert Corridor to
provide a route for truck traffic between Interstate 5, State Route 14, and
Interstate 15. Employ travel demand strategies, such as tolls and congestion
pricing, to ensure the priority of freight movement on the High Desert
Corridor.

Policy M 6.10: Discourage new transportation improvements in rural preserve
areas. Prohibit new freeway interchanges in rural preserve areas, except to
provide direct access to existing rural town areas.

Mobility Element Should Address Biological Impacts of Transportation Infrastructure

The Conservancy strongly supports several mobility policies in the draft plan. In particular,
for both rural highways and local streets, the plan minimizes road pavement widths, which
decreases impacts both in terms of physical footprint and wildlife movement. Additionally,
the plan discourages street lighting, which will also benefit light-sensitive ecosystems in
rural areas. However, vehicle-induced mortality continues to be a leading cause of wildlife
mortality in Los Angeles County, affecting common and special status species alike.
Without adequate crossing facilities, roads divide habitat blocks and become population
sinks. Reducing vehicle-wildlife collisions with road design is both a public safety issue and
essential to preserving the Antelope Valley’s extraordinary environmental setting.

To address these issues, the Conservancy requests the following additional policy:

Policy M 3.6: In rural areas, require wildlife crossing structures to be included
in rural highway projects. Encourage the use of clear-span bridges whenever
feasible and enlarged culverts elsewhere. Fencing should be designed to
funnel wildlife to safe crossing points.
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Trail Dedications Require Funding for Implementation

The draft plan includes a series of policies that strongly promote trail development
throughout the Antelope Valley Plan Area. The Conservancy strongly supports these
policies and looks forward to working with the County and DMCA to implement the Trails
Plan. In the Conservancy’s experience, required trail dedications from developers are
difficult to implement without an attached funding source. Unless dedicated trails are also
funded and/or constructed, they often sit idle for years until a receiving entity can open
them to the public. This constitutes a temporal loss of recreational resources and should
be remedied during the development review process by requiring that trail dedications be
fully-funded by the developer. Only provision of a fully-functioning trail system mitigates
for impacts to recreational resources.

To address this deficiency, the Conservancy requests the following revision to Policy M
10.2:

Policy M 10.2: Connect new developments to existing population centers with
trails, requiring trail dedication through the development review and
permitting process. Require that trail easements be dedicated to an open
space agency or other entity acceptable to the County. Require that, when
appropriate, trails be constructed or fully-funded as a development permit
condition.

Conservation and Open Space Element Will Protect Sensitive Resources

The Conservation and Open Space Element provides the necessary framework to conserve
the Antelope Valley’s unique and sensitive natural resources. The Conservancy strongly
supports both the general thrust and many specific policies contained within this element.
Many of the strategies proposed for the County are exactly those used by the Conservancy
and its joint-powers partners in practice. The County would benefit from adoption of these
goals and policies County-wide.

The following addition would further strengthen the Conservation and Open Space
Element:

Policy COS 7.6: Encourage agricultural activity in previously disturbed areas
to reduce habitat loss.
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The Open Space goals outlined in the draft plan are appropriate and beneficial. The
Conservancy looks forward to partnering with the County in their implementation. Minor
policy changes would increase specificity and effectiveness under Goal COS 19. First, in the
Conservancy’s experience, third-party conservation easements are a much more effective
mechanism than deed restrictions for protecting open space. The Conservancy’s joint-
powers partners, including the DMCA and Mountains Recreation and Conservation
Authority, are able to successfully enforce open space restrictions through this mechanism.
Second, the County identifies multiple potential strategies that provide economic incentive
for rural land conservation. The Conservancy is strongly supportive of innovative
conservation strategies, such as Transfers of Development Rights (TDR). The plan should
include specificity equal to or greater than the County’s Draft General Plan regarding these
programs, including implementation timelines. Additionally, the Antelope Valley Plan
should state the County’s intention to partner with the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster
to create an inter-jurisdictional TDR program encompassing the entire Antelope Valley.

The following policy revisions would address these points:

Policy cos 19.3: Allow large contiguous open space areas to be distributed
across individual lots so that new development preserves open space while
maintaining large lot sizes that are consistent with a rural environment,
provided that such open space areas are permanently protected through
conservation easements in favor of an open space agency or other entity
acceptable to the County.

Policy cOS 19.4: Pursue innovative strategies for open space acquisition and
preservation through the land development process, such as Transfers of
Development Rights, Land Banking, In-Lieu Fee Acquisition, and Mitigation
Banking, provided that such strategies preserve rural character. Pursue
partnerships with the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster to establish inter-
jurisdictional land conservation programs.

Renewable Energy Map Missing Key Wildlife Corridor

The draft Renewable Energy Priority Production Map does not include a wildlife corridor
in the Vincent Grade vicinity that runs parallel to the Antelope Valley-Santa Clara River
watershed boundary. This area is currently proposed to be included in the High Priority
Zone, however it forms a critical narrow habitat linkage between development in Acton and
the Palmdale urban area. Energy projects in this area must be carefully sited to avoid
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severing this linkage. This area may not be appropriate for a High Priority Zone
designation for this reason.

Conservancy Requests Changes to be Made Prior to DEIR

The above changes are minor in nature and <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>